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TRIBUTE TO AIR-CONDITIONING
AND REFRIGERATION INDUSTRY

HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, today, when the Federal Gov-
ernment is seeking to assume an ever-
increasing role in the control and polic-
ing of the Nation's industries, it is a
pleasure to comment on one industry
that needs no policing. The air-condi-
tioning and refrigeration industry po-
lices itself.

Ten years ago, leaders of the then
young industry foresaw the potential
growth of central residential air condi-
tioning and took positive action to estab-
lish standards that have insured con-
tinued high quallty and dependability.
This action, embodied in the Air-Condi-
tioning and Refrigeration Institute’s
unitary certification program assures the
consumer that any central air-condition-
ing system bearing the ARI seal of cer-
tification has been subjected to rigid
testing and that the model meets mini-
mum criteria for dependability and per-
formance.

The term ‘“unitary” is the Iindustry
word for a central air-conditioning sys-
tem. Today, 70 percent of the unitary
market consists of central residential
equipment.

When the unitary certification pro-
gram was established in January 1959,
under the administration of the Air-
Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute,
530 models produced by 30 manufac-
turers were found to conform to ARI
standards. Today, the ARI Directory of
Certified Unitary Air-Conditioners con-
tains more than 5,000 models produced
by 61 participating manufacturers.

A similar program covering unitary
heat pumps was initiated in 1964; in
1965, ARI consolidated the Certified
Unitary Air-Conditioner Directory and
the Certified Heat Pump Directory.

Models listed in the combined direc-
tory today represent more than 90 per-
cent of the total U.S. production of the
two types of equipment and a similar
percentage of companies manufacturing
them.

As a result of manufacturers volun-
tarily subjecting their products to the
rigid testing requisite to certification
prior to placing them on the market, the
American consumer is assured that any
certified unit he buys is accurately rated
from a capacity standpoint and is de-
pendable.

The tremendous growth of the air-
conditioning market, particularly in the
residential systems area, over the past
10 years attests to the overall effective-
ness of the self-policing action of for-
ward thinking industry leaders.

This program assumes even greater
importance when it is considered in light
of 10 years of continuous growth; 10 years
that saw shipments of unitary air con-

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

ditioners increase from 306,814 units in
1959 to 1,225,0rf0 units by 1968, an in-
crease of approximately 400 percent. The
current annual growth rate of this multi-
billion-dollar industry is 10 to 20 per-
cent.

Ten years ago, prior to the initiation
of the certification program, the con-
sumer buying a central air-conditioning
system was faced with a bewildering
number of performance ratings and
claims. Some units were rated according
to the horsepower of their compressor
motors; others were rated in tons; and,
still others in electrical watts input. As
a result, an individual not having an
engineering degree found it practically
impossible to compare the capacity of
one unit against another.

Today, all certified units are rated in
accordance with their outputs in British
thermal units per hour—B.t.u—and the
consumer knows what he is getting for
his dollar.

To qualify for that all-important ARI
seal of certification, each new model, be-
fore it is put into production, is submitted
to an independent laboratory where it
undergoes stringent testing. It must meet
minimum performance criteria to make
sure it has the capacity claimed by the
manufacturer, Capacity and dependa-
bility are the watchwords of the pro-
gram. Once qualified for the ARI seal of
certification, the unit is not forgotten.
Approximately one-third of each par-
ticipating manufacturer’s basic models
are tested at random each year. A smaller
number of units are called in after hav-
ing been shipped to distributors and
tested for capacity and performance.

The program has paid off, not only for
the consumer and the industry, but also
for the Government. An indication of the
acceptance of air conditioning generally
and certification as well, is to be found
in the fact that the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration requires that air condition-
ing installed in FHA-guaranteed homes
at the time of construction shall meet the
requirements of the ARI standards upon
which the certification program is based.
More recently, Housing and Urban De-
velopment as well as the Department of
Defense have come to rely upon ARI's
certification programs.

The air-conditioning and refrigeration
industry did not stop with the unitary
certification program. There are now
certification programs for central system
humidifiers, room fan-coil units, room
air-induection units, air-cooling and air-
heating coils, central station air-han-
dlers, transport refrigeration equip-
ment—used in cooling refrigerated
trucks and trailers—and drinking water
coolers. Several additional programs are
currently under development by the
institute.

I am happy to know that the air-con-
ditioning and refrigeration industry has
succeeded so thoroughly, proving that in-
dustries can regulate themselves through
voluntarily establishing and conforming
to sensible standards for its products.

That the industry recognized the need
for regulation and certification and acted

to bring programs into being that protect
consumers without some Government
agency having to step in is particularly
commendable.

I would like to congratulate the indus-
try and the Air-Conditioning and Refrig-
eration Institute which represents it for
their success. It is another example of
free enterprise at work under the Ameri-
can system.

LT.DON C. LEWIS GIVEN OUT-
STANDING AWARD

HON. 0. C. FISHER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, Marine
1st Lt. Don C. Lewis, of Texas, on April
8 received the Outstanding Naval Avi-
ation Student of the Year Award, pre-
sented annually by the Daughters of
the American Colonists.

Lieutenant Lewis was chosen because
of his record of outstanding academic
achievement and flying ability as dem-
onstrated through the Navy-Marine
Corps aviation training program.

This young officer, at the age of 25,
is presently flying the Navy-Marine
Corps F—4 Phantom, a high-perform-
ance fighter-attack jet. He is serving as
a section leader for Fighter-Attack
Squadron 451 at the Beaufort Marine
Corps Air Station in South Carolina.

A graduate of Junction, Tex., High
School and of Abilene Christian Col-
lege, Lewis became interested in avia-
tion through his father who owned a
Piper Cub. An older brother, Ted, is
presently a commercial pilot for Bran-
iff, while his younger brother flies for
Allegheny.

Lieutenant Lewis entered the Marine
Corps in January of 1967 when he re-
ported to the officer's candidate course
at Quantico. Commissioned in March,
he then was assigned to the Naval Air
Station at Pensacola for flight training.
While there he was chosen student of
the week, student of the month, and also
made the captain’s list for academic
achievement in November of that year.

Married to the former Miss Sandra
Miller of Junction, Tex., Lewis resides
with his wife and young daughter, Carla
Renee, in Laural Bay, S.C.

At the recent award ceremony the
lieutenant was given a gold wristwatch
engraved with this inscription: “Pre-
sented by the National Society, Daugh-
ters of the American Colonists, to 1st
Lt. Don C. Lewis, U.S. Marine Corps
Reserve, honor cadet, 1968.”

Mr. Speaker, I salute this outstanding
young American. It is reassuring to ob-
serve the progress of such energetie, in-
telligent, and dedicated young men. In
just such young men rests much of the
hope for the future of our country. They
deserve to be recognized and encouraged
at every opportunity.
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PEACE, COMMERCE, AND HONEST
FRIENDSHIP

HON. BENJAMIN B. BLACKBURN

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr., Speaker, re-
cently, I had the privilege of introduc-
ing HR. 7432, a bill which would deny
favored tax treatment to any tax-
exempt organization which engages in
political activity. The main thrust of
my bill is to prevent labor unions from
using tax-exempt compulsory dues for
the support of particular political can-
didates.

One of my distinguished colleagues
in the other body, Senator Paur Fan-
NIN, recently presented a speech to the
Labor Relations Institute, Federal Bar
Association, relative to the growth of
union power. For the information of my
colleagues, I hereby insert this speech
into the REcorp:

PeACE, COMMERCE, AND HONEST FRIENDSHIP

(Speech by Senator PauL FANNIN, Republican
of Arizona, before the Labor Relations
Institute, Federal Bar Association, Wash-
ington Hilton Hotel, Washington, D.C.,
March 6, 1969)

“We strongly believe that the protection of
individual liberty is the cornerstone of sound
labor policy.”

That is a quotation from the Republican
platform of 1968, and I think that contrary
to the general idea that platforms are written
in controversy, supported with vigorous
rhetorie or trepidation and then promptly
forgotten—we shall see a Republican Admin-
istration living up to its platform and cam-
paign promises and striving toward an
attainable goal of peace, commerce and
honest friendship.

The first priority in labor policy for this
Administration will, I belleve, be the en-
forcement of labor laws we have in a fair and
impartial manner and in the way they are
written.

Under the previous Administration the
rights of individual workers have too often
been subordinated to the Interests of labor
unions, a result which is contrary to the
intent of the Federal labor policy as adopted
by Congress in the National Labor Relations
Act.

Quoting again from the Republican Plat-
form to which President Nixon pledged his
support upon accepting the Party's nomina-
tlon last summer in Miami:

“Today the basic rights of some workers,
guaranteed by law, are inadequately guarded
against abuse. We will assure these rights
through vigorous enforcement of present
laws, including the Taft-Hartley Act and the
Landrum-Griffin Act, and the addition of new
protections where needed. We will be vigilant
to prevent any administrative agency en-
trusted with labor-law enforcement from
defying the letter and the spirit of these
laws.”

I was in Miami when Mr. Nixon accepted
the nomination and the platform. I know of
nothing he said during the campaign which
contradicted the platform stand. It seems
apparent to me that he will continue to do
what he is pledged to do—enforce the laws—
in the letter and the spirit in which they
were enacted by Congress. I believe he will
do this—not if he can, but when he can.

When the platform language spelled out
“an administrative agency entrusted with
labor-law enforcement . . . defying the spirit
and letter of the law,” I am reasonably sure
the National Labor Relations Board was up-
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permost in the minds of those drafting the
platform language.

The reason for this is clear. The “Ken-
nedy-Johnson" board has not only repealed
the Landrum-Grifin Act, but through one-
sided administration and persistent—if not
consistent—distortion and disregard of
Congressional intent in enacting the Taft-
Hartley Act, has rendered most of the safe-
guards provided by the Act for the indi-
vidual, ineffective.

May I pause a moment here to say that
there are many other points at which the
intent of the people, as expressed through
their elected representatives, has been ig-
nored by Executive fiat. Posslbly the most
flagrant In the news recently is the Office
of Federal Contract Compliance, which has
undertaken to set itself up as a complete
“czar” In the field of government contracts.
If the OFCC is allowed to continue un-
checked it will be impossible for the De-
fense Department to buy a box of thumb-
tacks without checking first with the Secre-
tary of Labor. This 1s a dangerous situa-
tion—dangerous to the security of the Na-
tion. I have introduced legislation to clear
up thls overlap and contraction. This is
a digression from my main theme and I
cite it merely to point out the general prob-
lem and areas of difficulty encountered in
the gquasi-judicial status of our regulatory
agencles. This 1s an extremely thorny area
and I trust that in the foreseeable future
some of you will come forward with better
solutions than we now have in the area of
technical regulations and independent agen-
cies.

To return to my point—demonstrating
the NLRB's disregard of the rights of the
individual, and riding roughshod over the
intent of Congress—if you examine the leg-
islative history and the language of the
National Labor Relations Act you find that
it was created with practically the sole aim
of protecting the individual employee—union
member. There are simply no “protections”
as such, awarded to unions.

Yet, administration of labor law by the
very entity designed to protect the rights ot
individuals, has been twisted in such a way
as to “protect” unions and leave the In-
dividual open to exploitation.

Let me cite a few examples. I know there
are many, and possibly you are familiar with
them, but some of these cases are so obvious
in thelr pro-union bias that I find it difficult
to belleve them.

For example, in 1963 when a young, mar-
ried steelworker on the West Coast grew dis-
satisfied with the representation he recelved
at the hands of his local Steelworkers Union,
he drove 50 miles to an NLRB regional office
to inquire if he had any rights under the
law.

He was assured by a government lawyer
at the NLRB that he had every right to
seek to replace the Steelworkers local with
another union. He returned to work and
proceeded to circulate a decertification pe-
tition.

As you might imagine there was an im-
mediate explosion in the local union’s head-
quarters. Immediately the leaders scheduled
a meeting to put the young man on trial
for “undermining the union.” His request
for a secret ballot was denied. With less than
a third of the local’s members present the
President called for a show of hands. The
steelworker was “convicted” by a vote of 20
to 15. Thereupon the young breadwinner was
fined £500, suspended from the union and
charged with the “costs” of his trial.

He filed charges with the NLRB and while
awaiting their decision was the target of
continued union harassment. Finally the
Board handed down its decision. It gave the
young man no help and no protection.

The NLRB noted our young man indeed
had the “right" to file the petition as he
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did. But nonetheless, the Board held that
the union’s “disciplinary action” against him
was permissable. (Richard Price vs. NLRB
and United Steelworkers of America, AFL—
CIO No. 1564 NLRB 690). )

This case demonstrates that when the
rights of the individual and the rights of
a union clash there is little question as to
the winner. The employee invariably bears
the brunt of these decisions. Is it falr to
require that a man belong to a union—
give the man no cholce—and then let that
union choose to discipline him when he does
what it is lawfully his right to do?

I have Introduced a bill to remedy this
situation. It is 5. 424 and it would prohibit
unions from engaging in this sort of thing.

You have heard of the famous Allis-Chal-
mers case in which 100 union members were
fined for refusing to engage In a strike when
the union had already called a strike before
taking a vote. The legislative history so
clearly runs in the opposite direction to that
taken by the NLRB in this case that it again
defies belief. The NLRB held that a union has
the right to fine members for refusing to en-
gage In a strike. Senator Taft, in responding
to critics debating the Taft-Hartley Law on
the BSenate Floor who feared that Sec.
8(b) (1) (A) would impalr the effectiveness of
strikes sald . . . “All it would do would be
outlaw such restralnts and coerclon as would
prevent people from going to work if they
wished to go to work.”

Mr. Justice Black cited this very language
in his dissent in the Allis-Chalmers case (338
U.8. 175 (1967)). Obviously the Board has
so twisted the law that it now operates in a
manner exactly opposite that intended by
Senator Taft.

The Board holds that a union may penalize
or fine any employee who produces more
than the union thinks he should produce.
(Wisconsin Motors Corp, 1456 NLRB 1097
(1964) ).

The Board rules that the employer must
turn over to the union thé names and ad-
dresses of all employees so that the union
may contact them in their homes, no matter
how much the employees may object to dis-
closure of their home addresses and to being
harassed by the union at home. (Excelsior
Underwear Co. 156 NLRB 1236 (1966) ).

As an alleged '“corrective” of employer mis-
deeds, the Board frequently fastens a union
upon employees without a vote, and indeed
even though they may have voted decisively
against the unlon. (Bernel Foam Products Co.
146 NLRB 1277 (1964)

Many other examples could be glven to
show that the entire thrust of the Labor
Board under the Kennedy-Johnson Adminis-
tration has been to strengthen the power of
labor unions at the expense of the rights of
the rank and file employees.

There are those who point to statistics
showing Board decislons for and against
unions are about evenly divided. They shy
away from a close examination of the prec-
edent setting cases, however; for there the
bias in favor of the unions as opposed
to the rights of the individual is so rank
as to be nauseous.

If you have a penchant for statistics, try
these on for credibility:

In the recent well publicized campaign of
the Textile Workers Union of America, to
“get"—that Is to organize—the J. P. Stevens
company, one of Amerlea's largest textlle
manufacturers, there are some interesting
facts, I am reliably informed that the NLRB
hearing examiner totally discredited over
300 management witnesses while totally
crediting the testimony of over 100 union
witnesses.

Now does it not seem at least a little
strange that out of at least 300 persons
called by the Stevens management to sup-
port its position, the trial examiner could
not find a single witness whose testimony
was credible to him; and does it not seem
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equally strange—at least very extraordi-
nary—that out of more than 100 witnesses
which the TWUA called to present its side
of the case, that every single one was such
a paragon of truth, purlty and light that
their testimony was totally credited by the
trial examiner? It seems strange to me.

So now you know that I have some gues-
tion, at least as to the impartiality of the
National Labor Relations Board. What is
to be done about it?

Of the present five Board members, three
are Democrats, two are Republicans, ap-
pointed to five year staggered terms. The
first vacancy does not come up until De-
cember of this year when Republican Sam
Zagoria's term expires, He was appointed by
President Johnson and is the only member
who has not been reappointed to a second
term,

Mr. Nixon may designate a new chairman
if he wishes. It apparently will be August of
1970 before the term of the present chair-
man Frank MecCulloch expires.

Even if the Board should be reorganized,
and if a new majority, favorable to a return
to interpretations of the law in accordance
with Congressional intent were obtalned,
there would still remain the problem of the
courts. The present board has fairly fre-
quently been reversed in the Circuit Courts,
but has gone on to be sustained often in the
Supreme Court; whose bias in favor of union
labor is a matter of public record.

That leaves action in the Legislative and
Executive fields. Looking first at the Execu-
tive:

Considerable attention is being given to
President Nixon's attitude toward strikes in
major industries affecting the National in-
terest. In the Atlantic and Gulf Coast dock
strike of longshoremen he exhibited a firm
refusal to allow the Federal government to
be drawn into the strike settlement, other
than as a mediator, coupled with an equally
firm indication that when the limit of public
tolerance of inconvenience was passed, dras-
tic action would be taken. A settlement was
reached.

I do not think you will see a return to the
Johnsonian practice of “knocking and lock-
ing.” That is knocking management and
labor’s heads together and locking them up
until a settlement is reached. I am glad to
see it go. In my opinion the missing partner
in that kind of deal is the poor guy at home
who is going to have to pay more for what-
ever labor and management produce,

Those who say they were surprised by
President Nixon’s refusal to be drawn into
such an argument should not be. Quoting
again from our 1968 Platform:

“Healthy private enterprise demands re-
sponsibility—by government, management
and labor—to avold the imposition of exces-
slve costs or prices and to share with the
consumer the benefit of Increased productiv-
ity. It also demands responsibility in free
collective bargaining, not only by labor and
management, but also by those In govern-
ment concerned with these sensitive rela-
tionships.”

And may I just read this from the Plat-
form also:

“We will bar government-coerced strike
settlements that cynically disregard the pub-
lic interest and accelerate inflation. We will
again reduce government intervention In
labor-management disputes to a minimum,
keep government participation in channels
defined by the Congress, and prevent back-
door intervention in the administration of
labor-laws.”

From Mr, Nixon's previously expressed in-
tention to follow the ldeas set forth in the
platform, I think we can reasonably expect
to see him continue to follow a similar course
as clrcumstances dictate. I think you can
agree with me that there is nothing the
President has done up to this time that is
inconsistent with his platform pledge.
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Last, we can turn to my own area—the
Legislative—and see what prospects lie there.

First, I do not believe that the chances
for specific legislation to reform real abuses
in areas where labor law has been found in
need of amendment are diminished in the
91st Congress. While I am no longer a mem-
ber of the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, it iz my intention to intro-
duce a series of bills which will serve to ex-
tend and strengthen individual employee
rights.

Some of these proposals are already in the
hopper, some are yet to come.

8. 817 is a bill which would provide an op-
portunity for workers, on strike for over 30
days, to indicate by a secret ballot their desire
to continue the strike or return to work.
Such a ballot, if it supported the strike,
would indicate to management the determi-
nation of workers to continue to accept eco-
nomic hardship in order to win the demands
presented by the union. Such an indication of
a determined spirit would, I believe, help
bring a strike to an earlier settlement by
putting pressure on the losing side to come
closer to agreement In their bargaining,

I have already mentioned 8. 424—prohibit-
ing a union from levying fines upon their
membership in exercise of their legal rights.

5. 425 amends the emergency dispute pro-
vision of the National Labor Relations Act,
letting injuctions obtained to end emergency
disputes stand until the dispute is resolved.

5.426 would end the card-check fraud,
which is still another example of how the
Board has dodged around the clear language
of the law which states that a secret ballot
shall be held.

A very serlous problem that demands the
attention of the new Administration is the
widespread use by unions of thelr members’
dues money for political activities and for
making cash contributions to political can-
didates. This has reached enormous pro-
portions in recent years, and it has been
estimated that well over $100 milllon was
spent by Labor in the national elections in
1968.

What makes this practice so iniquitous is
that much of this money is collected by the
unions under compulsory union ship ar-
rangements, with large numbers of work-
ers having to pay dues to the unions against
their will and with knowledge that their
money will be used to support candidates
which they, the workers, oppose. Moreover,
the rank and fille members never have any
voice in the decislons as to which candi-
dates are to be supported or opposed by the
union. Even the elected union officlals at
the local level have no say-so in these mat-
ters, their function is to see to it that the
dues money is transmitted to COPE orga-
nizations.

Here is a prime example of infringing on
the rights of Indlvidual workers. Forcing
a worker to support candidates and causes
he opposes, the union denies him his con-
stitutionally protected freedom of associa-
tion, freedom of speech and freedom of po-
litical action. In my opinion, he is also de-
prived of property without due process of
law. Here is what Justice Hugo Black had
to say on the subject in his dissenting opin-
fon in Machinists Union v. Street, 367 US.
740. The Court refused to look into the
constitutional aspects of compulsory unlon
membership. Mr, Justice Black dissented and
sald:

“There can be no doubt that the federally
sanctioned union-shop contract here, as it
actually works, takes a part of the earnings
of some men and fturns it over to others,
who spend a substantial part of the funds
s0 received in efforts to thwart the political,
economic and ideological hopes of those
whose money has been forced from them
under authority of law. This Injects federal
compulsion into the political and ideologi-
cal processes, a result which I have sup-
posed everyone would agree the First
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Amendment was particularly intended to
prevent.”

Continuing to quote Justice Black:

“Doubtless employers could make the same
arguments in favor of compulsory contribu-
tions to an assoclation of employers for use
in political and economic programs calculated
to help collective bargaining on their side.
But the argument is equally unappealing
whoever makes It. The stark fact is that this
Act of Congress is being used as a means to
exact money from these employees to help
get votes to win elections for parties and
candidates and to support doctrine they are
against. If this is constitutional the Pirst
Amendment is not the charter of political
and religlous liberty its sponsors belleved it
toibe.. ..

There is the further fact that in spending
thelr members’ money in thiz manner the
unions are engaging in unlawful activity in
direct violation of the Federal Corrupt Prac-
tices Act, an act which makes it a crime for
any union to make any contribution or ex-
penditure in connection with any election
to federal office including president, vice
president, senator or representative, and pro-
vides for punishment by fine and imprison-
ment for any union officer responsible for
making, or any candldate who recelves, any
such contribution.

This criminal statute has been on the
books since 1947, but no serious effort has
been made to enforce it, and as a result the
unions make believe it doesn’t exist. Vigor-
ous enforcement of this law by the new
Administration would go a long way toward
curbing this serlous abuse of unlon power
and provide more effective protection to rank
and file employees.

Unions enjoy a tax exempt status under
the Internal Revenue Code, and this alone
should disqualify them from engaging in po-
litical activities. Section 501(c) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code lists various categories of
exempt organizations among which are labor
unions, fraternal clubs, religious, charitable
and educational organizations, chambers of
commerce, civic associations and so on, Of
the more than two dozen groups listed there
is only one group that can engage in political
action without being disqualified for tax ex-
emption, and that group is labor. A chamber
of commerce group that spends any part of
its funds for political purposes would quickly
lose its exemption status, and the same
would happen to a religious or educational
organization, a public welfare organization, a
social club or any of the others. Only one
group has the privilege of engaging in polit-
fcal action and still retain the exemption
status.

Now, the interesting point is that there is
nothing in the statutory language which
would authorize this special treatment for
unions, nor is there any legislative history
to support it. It is purely and simply a posi-
tion that has been followed by the Internal
Revenue Service, and officially articulated for
the first time under the Johnson Administra-
tion. In other words, the Treasury says, we
will recognize a union as tax exempt no mat-
ter how much of its money it spends for
political purposes, and notwithstanding the
fact that the Federal Corrupt Practices Act
makes such expenditures a Federal crime.
This is incredible! It points up more than
anything else the tremendous political in-
fluence of organized labor under the previous
administration,

Here again is an area in which the new ad-
ministration can take action to correct an
abuse of power. Tax exemption is a privilege,
and if unions are to continue to enjoy that
privilege they should be expected to abide
by the same rules as other exempt organiza-
tions. There is no logical justification for
carving out a speclal rule for them, particu-
larly when this speclal rule, in effect, con~
dones flagrant and persistent violations of a
Federal criminal law. I expect to introduce
legislation that will help correct this problem.
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It is my hope that President Nixon will
ignore advice he is reportedly getting from
some pro-union quarters asking him to sup-
port what is called “common situs" picketing
legislation. In my view, this type of legisla-
tlon that permits one small union to shut
down an entire defense installation, would
be extremely harmful to the national secu-
rity, not to mention trampling upon the
rights of those employees who may not be
involved at all, but are nonetheless affected
by such an action. In my talks with many
other Senators, both Republicans and Demo-
crats—the Administration would find itself
embarrassed by the lack of support for such
legislation.

Finally, I would just like to say a word
about the larger interests in these matters.
All of us—lawyers, legislators, employers and
employees—tend to get bound up in our own
narrow perspective. There are 202 million
Americans in our national total. 202 million
individuals. We cannot deal with the lives
and fortunes of these individuals lightly.

The 1968 Republican Platform plank on
labor concludes with this pledge:

“Effective methods for dealing with labor
disputes involving the national interest
must be developed. Permanent, long-range
solutions of the problems of national emer-
gency disputes, public employee strikes and
crippling work stoppages are imperatives.
These solutions cannot be wisely formulated
in the heat of emergency. We pledge an in-
tensive effort to develop practical, accept-
able solutions that conform fully to the pub-
lic interest.”

To me these words set forth the goals I
put as a title to this speech, “Peace, Com-
merce and Honest Friendship."

There is little detail that I can add to those
goals at this time. The President has asked
Secretary Shultz to develop new approaches
to deal with national emergency strikes pro-
viding more options to the government. My
own bill, 8. 425, will protect the public inter-
est, but will not settle the dispute.

We must work, and work together to find
means of settling these disputes involving
the national interest keeping in mind all the
facets of the Nation.

I am sure with your thoughts, your work
and your cooperation, the job can be done.
Thank you.

THE NAZI HOLOCAUST

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, on
April 14, 1969, the world observed a
solemn commemoration of an era from
our darkest past, an era so extraordi-
narily shocking to humanity that we can
only call it “The Holocaust.” April 14
was a day of mourning for the 6 million
who died at the hands of a deranged and
barbarous madman, who saw among the
Jewish people an excuse for his own
momentous failings and an alibi for the
shortcomings of a senseless program of
hate and domination. It was not enough
to point the lying finger of false guilt
at the Jews for imagined wrongs; he,
Adolph Hitler, chose instead to annihilate
the entire innocent Jewish community
of Europe.

The brutality of the Nazi holocaust can
never be exaggerated. Its effects can
never be dismissed, or even fully recog-
nized. Six million people were syste-
matically and wantonly tortured,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

maimed, starved, beaten, exhausted, de-
filed, and degraded until they were dead.
The few survivors who limped from the
death camps after the war were scarred
physieally and spiritually by the ordeal to
which they had been subjected. The
world of reasonable men was also scarred
by the realization that they had been
witness to the greatest mass-murder in
the long history of mankind. The geno-
cide of the Jews of Europe is so over-
whelming that it is almost beyond the
comprehension of sane men.

As if the crime of murder of a people
were not enough, men of good will also
realize that the manufactured reasons
for the holocaust were equally based;
there were no reasons, only the folly of a
demented mind. The Jews were killed
because they were Jews. There were no
Jewish crimes to punish, no Jewish in-
surrections to put down, no Jewish con-
spiracies to foil, no Jewish subversions to
stop, no Jewish acts of treason against
the Nazi regime or against any govern-
ment or any people. Jews who had lived
in peace with their fellow men were
killed because they were Jews.

It is to remember and to reflect upon
this ultimate surrender to blind rage and
unbridled hate that the Knesset of the
State of Israel proclaimed April 14 to be
a day of mourning for the 6 million. I am
disappointed that I am unable to attend
the sixth annual Queens Memorial Serv-
ice being held on that date, but I shall be
with them in spirit, just as I shall be with
the 6 million in spirit. Those who gath-
ered at “Young Israel,” under the chair-
manship of Eli Zborowski, for the
memorial service sponsored by 50 syna-
gogues and lay organizations in the
Borough of Queens dedicated themselves
anew to an enlightened search for an
end of prejudice. They offered a prayer
for the 6 million martyred on the altar of
inhumanity, I ask my collegues in the
House and the Senate to pause in re-
memberance of those who surrendered
the cherished possession of life and to
vow that we, as free men, will make every
endeavor that this final act of madness
shall not be repeated.

BASES IN SPAIN

HON. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM

OF NEwW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, a number
of us spoke out in this House last month
in opposition to any renewal of the De-
fense Agreement between the United
States and Spain. If any further argu-
ments against this pact were needed, they
have now been supplied by Messrs. Roscoe
and Geoffrey Drummond. In a column
which has been read by millions of Amer-
icans, the Drummonds outline the hu-
miliating conditions under which we
operate in Spain in order to avoid giving
offense to the Franco Government. The
Washington Post called further attention
to the Drummonds’ column in an edi-
torial last Sunday. In order that both
these documents, and the shocking situ-
ation they outline, may be still more
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widely known, I insert the editorial and
the column in the RECORD:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 13, 1969]
THE SPANISH Bases (II)

What follows here is a secondary matter,
not at all concerned with whether or not
the four bases the United States leases from
Spain are necessary to the deterrence of Com-~
munist aggression, The leases on these bases
are now up for renewal, and the Administra-
tion has given its agreement in principle.
The price tag is something on the order of
8175 million in military hardware for the
Franco government for a five year renewal;
it is the money which is being worked out
now, in negotiations between Madrid and
Washington,

But there is another price that is being
exacted, and it is a price—in our judgment—
no self-respecting government should be
obliged to pay. It seems that American serv-
icemen stationed in Spain, and visitors to
the bases who intend to make any public
pronouncements, are given two documents
by American authorities: a “policy directive”
dated April 4, 1966, and a “sensitivity brief-
ing guide” dated Feb. 19, 1969. This has all
come to light through the diligence of Mr.,
Roscoe Drummond, who printed much of
it in a column last month. Here are quota-
tions from the “briefing gulde.”

“Do not discuss Hitler or Nazi Germany.
Since Hitler and Mussolini provided military
ald to General Franco during the civil war,
(Franco) 1is against derogatory references
(about them). As you may never have a
favorable reference, it approaches a univer-
sal prohibition.

“Anticommunism in general is good and
usable, Favorable references to communism
and pro or con discussions of communism
should be avoided.

“Dictatorship and references to it should
be avoided. Be especlally wary of compari-
sons between dictatorships and freedom.

“Do not emphasize the existence, activ-
ities, etc., of the Common Market. Bpain is
interested in jolning it but do not mention
this.

“Do not talk about religion in Spain or
Spanish reglonal pollcies. However, if some-
one has visited a church recently and wants
to describe the visit, this 1s permitted. Talk-
ing about Spanish restrictions on Protestant
religlous activities is NOT permitted.”

These are directives which were recently
handed to an America lady who was about to
be interviewed over the Armed Forces Radlo
Station in Spaln. It is sleazy. It is cheap-
jack. It demeans the United States, and it
demeans Spain, and one can only wonder at
the mentality of the official who wrote the
documents, and the ethics of the govern-
ment which put them into effect. They are
only one more reason, albeit a secondary
one, why the leases on these obsolete and
obsolescent bases should not be renewed,
not for $175 million or for ten cents,

[Prepared for Sunday, Mar. 30, 1969]
THE REIGN IN SPAIN
(By Roscoe and Geoffrey Drummond)

Millions of dollars in hard cash is not the
only price the U.S. is paying to Franco to
maintain military bases in Spain.

There is a more subtle, more suffocating,
more galling price.

We also submit to oppressive and undig-
nified censorship, doing violence to the very
principles by which a free people live.

Would you belleve that the United States
has bowed to the Spanish demand that it
not fly the American flag over any U.S. mili-
tary base in Spaln? It's true—and no such
restriction applies at other U.S. military
posts in Europe.

Would you belleve that the U.S. has agreed
not to play the American national anthem
over the United States Armed Forces radio
statlons anywhere in Spain unless it hap-
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pens to come at the beginning of a base-
ball game or some other such event? It's
true—and this restriction applies to mno
other U.S. base in Europe.

Would you belleve that nothing but favor-
able references to Hitler, Mussolinl and dic-
tatorship are permitted? It's true.

And this is not all. There are other wide-
ranging restrictions and inhibitions and
‘“‘areas of sensitivity.”

They are not secret. They are not classi-
fied. But they are not generally known ex-
cept among the American military in Spain;
certainly not in the United States. But when
an American visitor to a U.S. base in Spain
accepts an invitation to be interviewed on
the Armed Forces radio stations, he is pre-
sented with a “policy directive” dated April
4, 1966 and a “sensitlvity briefing guide”
dated Feb. 19 last year and told to read
them carefully, very carefully.

When he does, he likely finds it easler to
be silent than to speak. We quote from the
“briefing guide”:

“Do not discuss Hitler or Nazi Germany.
Since Hitler and Mussolini provided military
aid to General Franco during the ecivil war,
prohibition is against derogatory references.
As you may never have a favorable refer-
ence, it approaches a universal prohibition.

“{Caps) NATO (end caps) should not .be
discussed. Casual references are permitted in
canned programs, but should be avoided in
locally produced programs.

“Anti-communism in general is good and
usable. Favorable references to communism
and pro and con discussions of communism
should be avoided.

“Dictatorship and references to it should
be avolded. Be especially wary of compari-
sons between dictatorships and freedom.

“Do not emphasize the existence, activi-
tles, etec., of the common market. Spain is
interested in joining it, but do not mention
this.

“Do not talk about religion in Spain or
Spanish regional religious policies. However,
if someone has visited a church recently and
wants to describe the visit, this is permitted.
Talking about Spanish restrictions on Prot-
estant religious activities i1s (caps) NOT
(end caps) permitted.

“Do not play the U.S. National Anthem
or any other national anthem.™

These are not pro-forma, theoretical re-
strictions. They are in constant use and
this report is based on the first-hand expe-
rience of one who has been subjected to
them.

He asked a high-ranking officer if it would
be improper for him to alr these facts in
the U.S. and to protest against our continued
acceptance of these restrictions. He was told
that such action would be greatly appre-
clated by those on the post since the mili-
tary are deeply irked by having to comply
with these restrictive rulings imposed on
them as a result of the political negotia-
tions.

If these rented bases in Spain were a mat-
ter of national survival, such ignominious
restrictions would be more tolerable. 3ut now
that the bases are of declining military
value, shouldn't more weight be given to
whether the U.S. should subject itself to
such indignities?

POST-DISPATCH WARNINGS ON
VIETNAM

HON. PAUL FINDLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, during
1954 and 1955, the St. Louis Post-Dis-
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patch published a series of four editorials
warning against U.S. involvement in the
war in Indochina, which later became
the Vietnam war.

These editorials were written by Irving
Dilliard, after consultation with the late
Joseph Pulitzer, then editor and pub-
lisher. Mr. Dilliard is now professor of
journalism at Princeton University.

In these editorials Mr. Dilliard ap-
pealed to President Eisenhower, in some-
what the same vein as I have recently
appealed to President Nixon. Because
they have a message for today, I Ipful
in our examination of what to do about
the war, I have placed the full texts
below:

A War To Stay OUT OF

The time has come for each citizen of the
United States to decide what he thinks his
Government in Washington should do or not
do about the war in Indochina.

If the citizen has not yet made up his mind
on this question, he actually may not have
very long to do it in. Military authorities
have expected the fall of Dien Blen Phu mo-
mentarily for several weeks. It may collapse
at any minute. If it does surrender, the Com-
munist-supported rebels will win the biggest
prize of the war—a bag of some 12,000 French
and Viet Namese troops.

Quickly in the train of that loss to the
West may come a series of fast-moving events
including perhaps: fall of the Lanlel Gov-
ernment followed by a political crisis in
France; suspension of the Geneva confer-
ence; demand in France that the war be
ended if the United States does not take it
over; declsion in Washington as to whether
our troops are to be sent to Indochina to
prop up the French.

It then would be too late for the American
people to make up their minds about the
Indochinese war. Any decislon to stay out
should be made now, in advance, while there
is indisputably time for that decision to
make itself heard and effective.

As of now there is uncertainty and con-
fusion with respect to policy in Washington
on Indochina. At last week's press conference,
President Eisenhower said that this country
has gone as far as it can go under the mutual
assistance pact. As he sald, we have sent
technical assistance. We have provided
money. We have moved in equipment. But
he also said that it would not be acceptable
to us to see the anti-Communist defense of
the Indochinese area crumble and disappear.

How would our non-acceptance be estab-
lished? The President did not say that we
would demonstrate our non-acceptance by
putting troops in Indochina. But signifi-
cantly he has not repudiated Vice President
Nixon's off-the-record statement to the
American Society of Newspaper Editors that
Indochina must be held for the West even
If it required this country to send troops
there to hold it.

That troop statement still stands as Eisen-
hower Administration policy insofar as Mr,
Nizon, who often presides at meetings of
the National Security Council, speaks for
the White House.

Whether Indochina is the first of a row of
upended dominoes, to use the President's
figure of speech, the French colony, as the
map shows, occuples a Kkey relationship to
Southeast Asia. If Indochina falls to the
Communist then Red China will in effect
have a common boundary with Thailand—
and beyond Thailand and Burma lies India.
The desirability of keeping the manpower
and the resources of that vast area out of
the Communist orbit does not need to be
argued. It will be a blow to the West if Com-
munist infiltration becomes easy. It will be a
bulwark to the free world if Southeast Asia
remains outside the control of Communism,

To the end that Indochina may not fall be-
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fore the Communist sickle, the United States
has been for many months largely keeping
up the French-Viet Namese cause, We are
sald to be bearing now about 80 per cent
of the cost of the war. Our world-traveling
emissaries—Vice President Nixon, Secretary
Dulles and former Gov. Adlal Stevenson—
have put their efforts into the struggle,

The United States Information Service,
including the Volce of America, has sought
to convince the Asian natives that they will
be better off on the side of the Western na-
tions than under Communist tyranny. Not-
withstanding the shortcomings in our prac-
tice of what we preach, let this appeal be
greatly increased and let the French do their
proper part belatedly by granting freedom to
the peoples of Indochina.

But if Southeast Asla is important to the
free world, why not go into Indochina with
troops, as Vice President Nixon has said may
be necessary.

Indochina must be judged on its own set
of facts. What we are called on to do at this
time is to decide about Indochina. We are
not called on at this moment to decide
about the whole of Southeast Asia.

The one most fundamental fact about
the war in Indochina is that it is a war
which started nearly eight years ago as a re-
volt agailnst French colonial misrule. The
natives rose up against white governors
whom they regarded as oppressors. They did
this before the Communists had defeated
Chiang Eai-shek on the Chinese mainland.
Thus the outside Communist support that
the Vietminh rebels now enjoy was insinu-
ated into a war that was wholly native in its
origin, The French still regard the war as a
civil rebellion and it is for that reason that
this war has never been taken up at the U.N.

To be sure the war in Indochina has
changed a very great deal since its inception
as a native revolt. The Chinese Communists
saw in Indochina an opportunity to identify
themselves with a popular uprising. They
shrewdly attached themselves to the Indo-
chinese struggle to throw off white colonial
rulers.

The consequence is that more and more
support for the Vietminh has come from
Peiping and that more and more the war
has developed into a contest between Com-
munism on the one hand and the French, as
representatives of the free world, on the
other,

The United States Is compelled, therefore,
to take into account both the native origin
of the Indochinese war and the substantlal
extent to which the Vietminh side has been
taken over by the Chinese Communists.

The differences between the Indochinese
war and the war in EKorea, which was a
United Nations war, are so clear that they
need only be mentioned. The United States
and the other free world nations in the U.N.
took their stand in Korea because the North
Korean Communists were guilty of a naked
military aggression. By force of arms the
Communist invaders crossed a boundary set
by the U.N. between North EKorea and the
Republic of Korea.

Had the U.N. not stood by the EKorea Re-
publie, which it had created, the U.N. would
have rendered itself utterly meaningless. The
U.N. would have gone the way of the League
of Nations which failed to guarantee the
principle of popular self-determination after
its proclamation by Woodrow Wilson in his
famous 14 points,

Wilson's great principle was tersely re-
stated by President Eisenhower in a historic
address on American foreign policy in April,
1953, when Mr. Eisenhower said: "“Any na-
tion’s right to a form of government and an
economic system of its own choosing is
inalienable.” So saying the President re-
iterated one of the basic tenets In the U.N.
Charter, signed at San Francisco nearly a
decade ago.

This acknowledged and respected right of
nations to governments and leaders of their
own choosing caused the United States to
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enter the Korean war. Now that same right
stands between us and entry into the Indo-
chinese war. We could not take over this
colonial war, of which the people of France
long ago grew sick and tired, without placing
ourselves not only against the Vietminh reb-
els but also all the Indochinese natives who
are so determined to govern themselves.

Entry into the Indochinese war would not
only take the United States Into a conflict
where basic principle would be against us.
It would also in effect revive our recent
war in Asla—for which a peace has not yet
been concluded—in an area that would be
far more difficult for our armed forces, We
were able to use nearby Japan as a base for
the war in Korea.

The map shows that the nearest bases to
Indochina would be Formosa, the Philip-
pines and Singapore—all much farther from
Indochina than Japan is from Eorea. The
supply lines to Korea were long and wear-
ing, but those to Indochina would be much
longer and much harder to maintain.

Entry of the United States in Indochina
with troops would, in our judgment, almost
certainly bring Communist China into the
fighting with full force of arms. Americans
then would be fighting Chinese in direct
conflict with President Eisenhower's 1952
pledge to get American forces out of the war
in the Orient so that Aslans themselves
might settle Aslan disputes.

The Kremlin then could watch with grim
satisfaction while the life and treasure and
substance of the United States were poured
into a stooge war. For whether or not the
Soviets could stay out of such a war, a long,
exhausting struggle between the United
States and China in the jungles of Southeast
Asia would put our economic system under
heaviest strain. Moscow could hope for the
internal collapse, which it so confidently
predicts, of capitalism in the United States.

Gen. Omar Bradley, one of the great mili-
tary leaders of World War II and chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff until replaced
by Adm. Radford, said two years ago that a
general war in Asia, Involving the United
States, would be “the wrong war, in the
wrong place, at the wrong time.”

The present thinking of our top military
planners was stated In last Sunday’s Post-
Dispatch by our military analyst, Brig. Gen.
Thomas R. Phillips, retired. He wrote that
the Defense Department’s planners ‘‘believe
that war with China, direct or second-hand
through Indochina, should be avolded at all
costs. Once involved in China, with Russlan
resources and manpower untouched, the
really vital area of Western Europe could be
lost while the United States was trying to
extricate itself from the mud and jungles of
the Far East.”

Assume, however, that the United States
were to disregard the basic right of self-
determination in Indochina. Assume that we
went to war on the side of French colonial-
ism. Assume that Russla did not join the
fighting and that eventually we were able
somehow to subdue the Chinese Communists.
What then?

Would we malntain a long military occupa-
tion in China as we have in Germany? Would
we keep thousands of troops in China for
years as we have kept troops in Europe, in
Japan and in Korea? Would we appropriate
the billlons of dollars that would be required
to feed and clothe and house the masses of
Chinese war victims? Would we, after fight-
ing the Asians, thus seek to win their good
will? And if we would do it, could we do 1t?

There are risks in the seemingly inevitable
collapse in Indochina, grave risks. We should
do all we can to persuade the French to grant
full freedom to the native peoples and thus
prepare the way for the most satisfactory
settlement possible,

We can and should use this as an oppor-
tunity to proclaim the fundamental philoso-
phy of the free world—the dignity of indi-
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vidual man, the right to choose and the sanc-
tity of democratic elections—in contrast with
the iron rule of Communism.

We can and should make clear that our
decision not to go to war in Indochina is a
decision for Indochina alone.

We can and should make clear that we
stand firm in our determination to resist
Communist aggression aimed at conquest of
the free world.

The risks that go with entering this war are
limitless. At their worst they include atomic
warfare and the destruction of the civilized
world. Those are risks to be run if the United
States is attacked or if we are required to go
to war to defend allied forces in Europe. But
they are not risks to be indulged in to sup-
port a discredited colonial regime in the
jungles of Indochina.

Already our Government has taken steps
that could lead down the road toward all
out involvement. These steps Include the
dispatch of plane maintenance crews, the
delivery of fighting aircraft and the estab-
lishment of an airlift to ferry French troop
replacements. Each of these steps has been
taken, so we believe, with the best of inten-
tions. But each in its way has been a war-
like act. Each might well have been coun-
tered by the Chinese Communists with more
warlike acts by them on the other side.

The Post Dispatch does not question Pres-
ident Eisenhower’s ability as a military lead-
er or his experience in world affairs, On the
contrary, we readily recognize these as pri-
mary among the qualities for which he was
50 overwhelmingly elected the nation's Chief
Executive. But Dwight D. Eisenhower, like
every President before him, needs the bene-
fit of public opinion to help him in the wise
conduct of his heavily burdened office.

To that constructive end, we state it as
our profound conviction that the Indochi-
nese war is a war to stay out of.

Let Washington take no more steps that
may have the effect of edging us closer to
military engagement in Indochina,

Let our Government end the warlike acts
that can now be charged against us by the
Indochinese rebels.

Let there be no more hasty, irresponsible
statements about Indochina by our public
officials.

Instead, let us, with our allles, in the
President’s own words, do what we can to
“work out a practical way of getting along"
in the world.

A War To Stay Ovur or (II)

On May 5—nearly four weeks ago—the
Post-Dispatch printed an editorial on the in-
ternational situation, with particular refer-
ence to Indochina. The plight of the French
in their jungle colony was already critical,
although Dien Blen Phu had not then fallen.
We called the editorial “A War To Stay
Out O1.”

The passage of time has only reinforced
our opinion. The war in Indochina is still
largely a colonial civil war although it has
been heavily infiltrated by the Communists.
The war continues to be a war to stay out of.

Yet the danger of involvement not only
continues. In one sense at least it grows the
greater as the military situation deteriorates
and white civilians in Hanol are threatened
with possible brutalities. What the next
several weeks may bring cannot be antici-
pated. The American people need to prepare
themselves for almost any possible develop-
ment.

The first clue appears likely at Geneva. At
any rate that is where the possibilities of a
cease-fire are now being reviewed. The Com-
munists have their ideas and the French
have thelrs. Whether a meeting of the minds
can be arranged only time will tell.

Meanwhile Communist Vietminh military
forces are proceeding with their troop move-
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ments designed to crush the French-Viet
Nam defense of the vital Red river delta—
the immediate rebel objective after the fall
of Dien Blen Phu. From Paris comes the
news that France has ordered 80,000 draftees
called to the tricolor five months early in
order to replace at home regular troops
which are to be sent to Indochina.

If there is a meeting of the East and
West minds at Geneva and an “honorable”
agreement 1s reached—one which provides
for a cease-fire on terms that represent a
give and take—then that will be all to the
good. The hostilities can be ended and the
truce can be internationally supervised
much as the peace in Korea is being super-
vised.

If a fair peace can be arranged then the
following best step s to establish a means for
keeping the peace in Southeast Asia. Any
alliance for that purpose ought to be pri-
marily Aslan, but it will need to include the
United States. Emphatically it should have
U.N. indorsement. The participation of India
will be essential if the alliance is to have
fullest respect in Asia,

Such an alllance would have as its chief
purpose the guaranteeing of the peace. It
would function in the Southeast Pacific
much as NATO functions in the North
Atlantic sectlon of the world. It would serve
as notice to the Communists that any naked
aggression would be resisted by united action
with force of arms, just as the attack across
the thirty-eighth parallel was resisted In
Korea by the UN. members, including the
United States and, let us not forget, with
the approval of India and the Philippines.

If a fair peace cannot be worked out at
Geneva then presumably the Indochinese war
will go on to its military termination. So long
as it continues where it is and on its present
basis, there is no question, In our opinion,
that it remalns a war to stay out of. The
United States must be eternally vigilant that
it is not drawn into an Aslatic war which
would drain off our resources and thus most
seriously endanger our capacity to fulfill our
tremendous obligations to freedom in Europe.

To say this is not to say that this country
can do nothing about helping Southeast Asia
reslst Communist infiltrations. There is much
that we can do and much that we should do.
Economic aid and technical assistance should
be employed in every effective way possible.

Instead of cutting back this help to Asiatic
countries, we should be extending it. We
should remember that high-sounding state-
ments of political ideals are well and good
in their place, but that they get scant atten-
tion when men, women and children are
hungry.

Our overseas aid programs have not been
perfect but they have thelr creditable
achievement. That the Marshall plan helped
stop the spread of Communism in Europe is
not open to question. Technical assistance
has made us friends here and there among
the great masses of population from the
Pacific ocean, across Southern Asia, to the
Mediterranean, It has its values that no
amount of arms, necessary as arms may be,
can in themselves provide.

A diplomatic move that would tend to
bring East and West closer together would be
for the U.N. to grant the Chinese Communist
government's desire for admission to the U.N.
This is a move the United States could sup-
port without in any way blessing the Pelping
regime and for which this country might get
in return concessions from China of much
value to us.

All the while the United States should
work to create a truly Asian defensive alliance
of U.N. members—all the while that it re-
doubles its economic and technical help—this
country should be increasing the eflective-
ness of its defense forces. Our Government in
Washington must be careful to avoid danger-
ous tax cuts and equally dangerous curtall=-
ments in the defense program.
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The military establishment should not be
allowed to grow topheavy, yet it must be
strong enough in this uncertaln world to
meet an emergency should one arise. The
means must be found to encourage re-enlist-
ments, now seriously in decline, The reserve
and guard units also must be improved
through the development of better tralning
programs. For in the event of an outbreak,
the reserve forces would be urgently needed
in the armed services,

Finally every encouragement must be given
to scientific research which leads to the
development and production of new weapons.
Here, in the vast and intricate electronic field,
it would be only rankest folly to fall behind.

In short, then, the war in Indochina is a
war to stay out of.

The United States should do all it can to
help work out a structure for peace in South-
east Asia, but we must recognize that the
Southeast Asians have their destiny largely
in their own hands.

We can help in many ways and one way
that is primary is to keep our defense strong
enough that it will in itself be a deterrent to
Wwar.

A War To Srtay Ovut or (III)

Readers of Monday's Post-Dispatch, were
served fare of ominous news about the danger
of United States involvement in the Indo-
chinese war. Here are the high spots in sum-
mary form:

1. On excellent authority, Marquis W.
Childs, Post-Dispatch Washington corre-
spondent, reported the French as saying that
American policy makers have promised the
United States will intervene with sea and
air power if the Communist forces press on
at Hanol for a full measure of victory. The
prospect is that this showdown will come
quickly—within the next two weeks.

2. Prime Minister Nehru warned in India
that it will not take long for the world to
learn whether it is headed for peace or war.
He sald: “Issues of vital importance to the
future of the world are being debated at
Geneva. Probably the present crisis is a more
dangerous one than any we have had before.
The next two or three weeks or even less
may indicate whether we will go toward some
peaceful settlement or toward the great dis-
aster that all have feared.”

3. The Washington Post, in an article by
its diplomatic correspondent, Chalmers Rob-
erts, sald that President Elsenhower was
prepared to go before Congress last April
26 and ask for authority to enter the Indo-
chinese war with an air strike at Dien Bien
Phu. The President was dissuaded, so The
Washington Post reports, because the British
would not agree.

Without casting any reflection on Mr,
Childs' reporting, can it actually be that
United States leaders have made a promise to
go to the relief of the French in Indochina if
Hanoi begins to turn into another Dien Bien
Phu? Can It be that without any consulta-
tion with the American people, the President,
some two months ago, actually was preparing
himself to ask for authority to enter a jungle
conflict that started as a clivil war against
French colonial misrule?

Assuming that these questions are to be
answered in the affirmative, as Mr, Childs
and Mr. Roberts have already answered them
with their news reports, then the American
people do not know nearly enough about
what is going on in Washington with respect
to the issue of peace or war.

If the White House has made a pledge to
the French that this country will intervene
in Indochina, surely the people who would
be called on to bear the arms and to gear
themselves t0 a war economy should be told
about it.

If President Eisenhower was so strongly
persuaded last April this country should en-
ter the Indochinese fighting that only British
non-cooperation kept us out, that should be
known.,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Mr. Eisenhower has said that he would
never take the nation to war without explicit
approval from Congress. We believe that he
means what he says. Just the same these fore-
bodings keep coming up. The wrong situation
might quickly develop and out of it could
come hostilities, World War III and hydrogen
bomb warfare.

What would that gain us? As no less an
Eisenhower Administration spokesman than
Defense Secretary Wilson sald Monday at the
University of South Carolina, *r third world
war 1s not the answer” to the problem of stop-
ping Communism. An all-out war involving
the United States and China over Indochina
might even advance the cause of Commu-
nism. Certainly it would set the peoples of
Asia against those whom many Asians regard
as white exploiters.

The Indochinese war is a war to stay out
of, Our mission is to join in protecting our
allies in Europe and by doing so to protect
ourselves as essential to the maintenance of
a free world.

As Commander-in-Chief, Dwight D. Eisen-
hower occuples a position of leadership for
all the people. He owes it to both his office
and the nation to take us all into his con-
fidence. He must remember that candid dis-
cussion of issues was one of his chief promises
in 1952,

ANOTHER WaR To Stray OuUT OF

Eight months ago, when some military
leaders in the United States were all for get-
ting this country involved in the Indochina
war, the Post-Dispatch described that tragie,
draining conflict as “a war to stay out of.”
We think the time has now come to describe
the Chinese clvil war in the same plain terms.
The Chinese war also is a war to stay out of.

The danger of becoming involved in the
Chinese civil war is all the greater now that
Chiang Kal-shek has decided that he wants
to evacuate the Tachen Islands and needs the
help of the United States In doing so. The
President has ordered the Seventh Fleet
to fulfiil Chiang's request and this means
that our vessels are going into Chinese coastal
waters in which the civil war is belng waged.

If the Chinese Communists allow the
evacuation to proceed peaceably there should
be no harm to our ships or aircraft or the
personnel on them But if fighting breaks
out in the redeployment, this country could
easily be the victim of an Inflammatory in-
cident and thus drawn into the long strug-
gle between the two Chinas.

This hazardous development follows in the
train of the President's special message and
overwhelming passage in Congress of the
resolution of authority for which he asked.
In his message Mr. Eisenhower sald that
while he did not suggest enlargement of our
“defensive obligations beyond Formosa and
the Pescadores,” he belleved “the danger of
armed attack directed against that area com-
pels us to take into account closely related
localities.”

This special message and the act of Con-
gress in passing the Richards George resolu-
tion implementing it have had two contra-
dictory results.

One result is to further the cause of peace.
Peace Is furthered to the extent that the
message served as a clear warning that the
United States will defend Formosa as part of
a Far Eastern protective chain, including
Japan, Okinawa and the Philippines, against
Communism'’s spread.

HOW FAR ARE WE TO GO?

But there is also the opposite result. The
message and the resolution added to the un-
certainties that already existed about the
Far East. Thus they Increased the risk of war.
This increased risk arises from the fact that
the message and the resolution went beyond
the defense of Formosa and the Pescadores
and, in a vague way, referred to closely “re-
lated” areas, These last three words were
widely interpreted to include not only the
Nationalist-held Tachen islands and the
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Quemoy and Matsu island groups, but also
areas of concentration of Communist troops,
war planes and ships on the mainland.

Some members of Congress read this as an
indication that the Eisenhower Administra-
tion might be considering “preventive war”
against the Chinese Communists, These Sen-
ators and Representatives wondered whether
the request for the resolution was in part
designed to obtaln the approval of Congress
in advance for a possible strike that the
military might consider necessary against
the Chinese mainland.

President Eisenhower was quick to recog-
nize the gravity of these concerns. While the
resolution was under debate in the Senate,
he sought to reassure Congress and the coun-
try by saying that he alone would make any
decision to use our forces beyond the de-
fense of Formosa.

These pledges were reassuring in so far as
the President’s course was concerned, but
they did not remove all the areas of doubt.
In fact Mr. Eisenhower himself confirmed
the existence of this uncertainty at his latest
press conference on Wednesday. He said in
effect that the United States would use its
forces to protect Formosa and the Pesca-
dores. He then declined to answer as to Que-
moy and Matsu.

UNCERTAIN POLICY AS TO QUEMOY

The President and his staff have access
to military intelligence that properly is de-
nied to the rest of us. It may be that he
has good reason for keeping silent at this
time on the United States intentions con-
cerning these small coastal islands that are
both geographically and historically part of
mainland China.

The appearance at least Is different. The
appearance is that this silence with respect
to Quemoy and Matsu is a continuation of
what Secretary Dulles described some months
ago as a policy of keeping the other side
“guessing.”

If this is all the policy there is on Quemoy
and Matsu, then it happens that the people
of the United States and their frlends in the
free world are kept guessing no less than
our possible enemies. From this confusion
and doubt arises the continuing fear of an
unnecessary Iinvolvement of the United
States in the Far East.

Let us assume that the situation in the
Chinese civil war is as It appears to be.
Then Chiang’s Nationalist soldiers on For-
mosa cannot by themselves ever hope to
invade the Chinese mainland. Neither can
Mao Tse-tung's Communist forces, however
much the Peiping propagandists bluster, now
or in the immediate future, attack and cap-
ture Formosa. If this is the situation, and
there are sound reasons to believe it is, then
a United States policy of non-involvement
in the Chinese civil war takes form.

The first element In this policy of non-
involvement is not to be maneuvered into
losing one or more vessels of the Seventh
Fleet, or supporting aircraft, and the per-
sonnel, while Chiang’s evacuation of the
Tachens proceeds.

DANGER IN THE DEFENSE TREATY

Chiang Eal-shek was our ally in World
War IT and that is reason enough to sympa-
thize with him in his concern for his men
on islands that lie so close to the Commu-
nist mainland. We may hope that he will
get his personnel and equipment off the
Tachens, but not at the price of involving
this country in war.

The second element in this policy of non-
involvement is to be careful not to become
caught up in the still more dangerous zones
of Quemoy and Matsu just off the mainland.

The speculation that the United States
might help redeploy Chiang’'s troops from the
Tachens In order to strengthen his forces on
Quemoy and Matsu envisions a maneuver
that is doubly dangerous. In such a ferrying
operation, a United States naval vessel would
run the risk of being destroyed at the




9334

Tachens, at Quemoy or Matsu or anywhere
en route between them.

The third major element in a policy of
noninvolvement, so the Post-Dispatch be-
lieves, is rejection by the Senate of the mu-
tual defense treaty between the United States
and Chiang.

This proposed treaty, which Secretary of
State Dulles signed last Dec. 2, was ratified
unanimously by Chiang’s refugee assembly
Jan. 14. It is pending in the Senate commit-
tee, where it carries strong indorsement by
the President.

We are fully aware of the arguments for
ratifying this treaty. Approval by the
Senate would bolster the morale of Chi-
ang and his troops. Conversely disapproval
would seriously embarrass them in the eyes
of their Communist enemies,

These considerations of morale are im-
portant. However, they are not the only con-
siderations. If the United States becomes a
treaty partner with Chiang, he is our col-
league for better or worse. In view of his
regime’s record of corruption on the main-
land and brutality on Formosa, he might de-
liberately provoke a military aggression that
would involve our forces.

There is some protection for us in the pro-
vision that either party can, on a year's
notice, abrogate the treaty. But long before
abrogation could take effect, an act of war
might occur.

A letter exchange, filed with the treaty,
states that neither side is obligated to give
military assistance if military action is taken
without prior consultation between the par-
ties. We might be reassurred by this were the
other signatory not Chiang. But we do not
trust him and we do not think that the
President or the American people should
trust him. Chiang's opposition at this mo-
ment to a cease-fire s warning not to join
with him in a mutual defense treaty.

BETWEEN IMPERFECT ALTERNATIVES

The choice is between imperfect alterna-
tives and we think it is the wiser, sounder
course to take the alternative that is more
likely to turn out better for the United States
and the free world.

Therefore we propose:

First, that while the United States should
not in any way weaken its warning to Com-
munist China to keep hands off Formosa and
the Pescadores, this country make it a strict
policy not to run risks, in the waters of the
coastal islands, likely to involve the United
States in war.

Second, that the possibility of achleving a
cease-fire be explored to the fullest notwith-
standing the denunciation of a truce by
Chiang and the rejection by Chou En-lai,
Chinese Communist diplomat, of a TU.N.
cease-fire conference, except on extreme
terms that Chiang could not accept. Inside
the U.N. or on the outside, through some
such grouping as the British commonwealth
states which met at Colombo, Ceylon, the
search for a fair cease-fire formula must go
on.

Third, that plans be undertaken for an
eventual solution of the problem of Formosa
as an international responsibility. This
might take the form of a U.N. trusteeship.
It might evolve as an international protec-
torate under the watchful eyes of the nations
of Southeast Asia which recently concluded
a defense pact for their part of the world
similar to NATO for the Atlantic area.

This might well mean that the United
States would be forced to send troops to
Formosa to participate in an international
army. But by some means Formosa’'s integrity
must be secured for the Formosan people
either through the U.N. or other interna-
tional agency. If the prospect does not look
too bright, we must not forget that the U.N.
stopped military aggression in Korea.

PROBLEM OF CHIANG'S TROOPS

Fourth, that the difficult question of the
disposition of Chiang’'s troops (in the event
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of a cease-fire and the securing of Formosa)
be approached as a matter similar to the
problem of the prisoner exchange following
the Korean war. Some of Chiang's troops
doubtless would be glad to return to the
mainland and their homes and families if
they had the opportunity. Others could not
return without being killed.

Fifth, that a climate be developed which
would enable the free world to place trust
in pledges from the Communist side—some-
thing not now possible. This would require
the observance by the Communists of the
truce in Korea. It would require the freeing
of American and other U.N, personnel now
held in prison. It would require full respect
by the Communists for the integrity of the
remaining free areas of Indochina and ob-
servance of a cease-fire in the Chinese clvil
war if a truce should be worked out.

Conceivably these steps, if taken in fully
demonstrated good faith, could lead to the
eventual admission of the Pelping Govern-
ment to the U.N. as the government-in-fact
of China. The very thought of Communist
China at the UN., is repugnant to Americans
who have been outraged repeatedly by Red
Chinese inhumanity.

Yet admission of the Chinese Communist
Government to the U.N. would be no more
than recognition of a geographical reality
that can be seen from looking at the map.
It would not mean approval of the inhumane
acts of Red China any more than the pres-
ence of the Soviet Union at the UN. means
our indorsement of the Kremlin and its to-
talitarian rule.

UPSETTING TO SENATOR HNOWLAND

Admission of the Pelping Government to
the U.N. would come, if it ever came, only
after a demonstration that Red China had
learned the meaning of peaceful co-existence.
No less a person than John Foster Dulles
himself made a statement last March of the
terms under which Red China might con-
ceivably enter the U.N.

Some of these proposals will be anathema
to Chiang. Some of them will bring outcries
from Senator Knowland of California, who
has been Chiang’'s chief apologist in the
Senate for nearly 10 years. Admittedly they
run the risk of sharpening the foreign policy
division within the President's party in Con-
gress, This is regrettable, but it is a political
fact that the Eisenhower Administration
must face sooner or later.

No American citizen who cares for the
future of his country wants the Communist
areas of the world to spread further. He does
not want appeasement. He does not want a
Munich in the Far East. And he is ready if
necessary to fight to keep Communist ag-
gressors from taking over vital areas that
could be used as stepplng stones.

Nelther does the citizen want a hydrogen
bomb in his backyard as the result of some
wholly unnecessary incident. And the un-
guarded trigger that might put that bomb
in his backyard is thousands of miles away
in the Far East.

PRESSURES ON THE PRESIDENT

The pressures on President Eisenhower for
deeper involvement are tremendous. They
come from his highest military leader, Adm.
Radford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and other officers of high rank, To
his great credit, the President has resisted
these pressures up to now.

A year ago the President sald the free na-
tions should do what they can do “work out
a practical way of getting along” In the
world. In this new crisis that still must be
our goal,

The President needs the benefit of public
opinion to enable him to resist the continu-
ing pressures for involvement. He needs more
than ever the country’s help in working out
that practical way of “getting along.”

What this country may be required to do
in connection with an eventual defense of
Formosa, no one can foretell. But the Chi-
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nese clvil war, as it swirls about the small
coastal islands—the Tachens, Quemoy and
Matsu—is another war to stay out of.

HITLER'S CHILDREN

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the Head-
start program’s experience has proven
it to be but an expensive experiment in
controlled environment. All of the
Headstart money taken from the tax-
payers has but furnished free Federal
baby-sitters to a selected few.

Yet, despite the admitted record of
solving nothing the political environ-
mentalists would slide off the disillu-
sioned defeat by announcing the pro-
gram must be shifted from young chil-
dren to infants and toddlers, 3 years
and under in age.

Some folks just cannot accept the
facts of life or acknowledge heredity as
a factor. So now, we are to have Federal
nursemaids until the cradle robbers
again prove themselves wrong or until
that group once known as parents com-
plain, the social experimenters will con-
tinue exploiting little babies as sacri-
ficial statistics.

When Hitler experimented in genetics
and environment his programs were
called Fascist, inhuman, against the
laws of nature and God, and the opera-
tion labeled “Hitler's Children.”

How quickly we forget. Even Hitler
was highly exuberant over his plans to
upgrade the poor and unfortunate of the
Aryan race.

One expects next to hear of a plan
for euthanasia to legalize the murder
of children, 5 and under, because of
birth defects and mental deficiencies to
mend the social scientists ego and up-
grade their statistics.

Under unanimous consent I submit
a news article from the Evening Star
for inclusion in the CoNGREsSIONAL REC-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Evening Star, Apr, 10, 1969]
HEADSTART CHANGING AGENCIES, AGe Focus
(By Richard Critchfield)

President Nixon is creating an Office of
Child Development to seek new ways to
rescue very young Americans—especially in-
fants—from the mental and physical handi-
caps of being born poor. The new office will
take over Head Start, the popular preschool
education program. It will be operated di-
rectly under Health, Education and Welfare
Becretary Robert H. Finch, rather than by
its current ‘“‘parent,” the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

The President saild yesterday HEW will be
given the task of adapting Head Start to
new scientific findings which show that the
“process of learning how to learn begins
very, very early in the life of the infant
child.”

He sald this would Involve “finding a
balance"” between the right to privacy and
“the sacred right of parents to rear their
children” and the national need to insure
the “full potential” of poor children through
better early environment.

Nixon reiterated his administration’s com-
mitment to the needs of the country's poor-
est children from birth to 5 years of age,
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first announced Feb. 19, along with his plans
to move Head Start and the Job Corps from
the Office of Economic Opportunity on
July 1.

But he went further yesterday, saying
modern science has confirmed that the child
of impoverished parents can suffer “lasting
disabilities” and that this can lead *“to the
transmission of poverty from one generation
to the next,”

“It is no longer possible to deny that this
process is all too evidently at work in the
slums of America’s cities and that it is a
most ominous aspect of the urban crisis,”
Nixon said.

“It is just as certain that we shall have
to invent new social institutions to respond
to this new knowledge.”

Aside from indicating Head Start should
redirect its efforts from the preschool play-
ground to the crib, Nixon also struck a sec-
ond theme by stressing that many urban
problems, such as the process of child devel-
opment, defy quick remedies.

“America must learn to approach its prob-
lems in terms of the time span those prob-
lems require,” he said. “All problems are
pressing; all cry out for instant solutions;
but not all can be instantly solved.

“We must submit to the discipline of time
with respect to those issues which provide no
alternative.”

Among a number of child experts and OEO
officials canvassed today, there seems to be
a consensus that the President is responding
to a growing view that what a poor child
really requires is the kind of environment a
financially secure home and community offer
other children from birth.

Head Start has been regarded as only a
small step in an effort to furnish constructive
educational experiences for all poor children
from birth.

Currently, 56 percent of the 218,000 chil-
dren enrolled in Head Start's full-year pro-
gram are 5 years of age or older. The average
age of 471,000 children in the summer pro-
gram is 5 years and 10 months.

Although Nixon did not specify a new tar-
get age yesterday, there has been some talk of
3 years.

Yesterday at the White House, Secretary
Finch outlined steps he intends to follow to
reorient Head Start next fall:

The number of parent-child centers for
infants and toddlers 3 years and under will
be doubled from the present 36, increasing
the number of children involved in this pilot
program from around 3,000 to 6,000.

Communities will be asked to try out some
new test programs in infant education.

HEW will encourage communities to use
funds now spent on summer programs for
225,000 children—about half the total spend-
ing—{for enrolling 50,000 to 60,000 children in
full-year programs.

Finch said many communities have re-
quested bigger full-year programs but that
Head Start’s fiscal 1960 budget of $320,000
and a requested fiscal "70 budget of $338,000
would remain unchanged.

HEW will seek greater use of poverty funds
for elementary and secondary education for
Follow Through programs so children can
keep their head start.

The guidelines set by OEO for Head Start
will remain unchanged. These include insist-
ence on parent participation, comprehensive
services, the use of volunteers and the op-
portunity for local churches, schools or com-
munity action agencies to sponsor their own
programs.

Fears that Finch might rewrite the guide-
lines have been volced by congressmen as
one objection to Head Start’s spinoff.

One of the first things Dr. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, Nixon's chief urban adviser, did
in the White House was to telephone Joseph
Froomkin, a psychologist in HEW, to ask him
to jot down a summary of his well-known
criticisms of Head Start.
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Froomkin wrote Moynihan a memorandum
saying Head Start’s programs were too short,
placed too little emphasis on educational
content and needed to be targeted toward
much younger children,

Moynihan, an assistant secretary of labor
under President John F. Kennedy, is an ex-
pert on jobs, but not on child education.

At his first meeting with OEO officials Feb.
9, he pulled a sheet of paper out of his pocket
and read what has since become known as
the Froomkin evaluation.

Now, two months later, refined and but-
tressed by massive research, the outlines of
the Froomkin evaluation approach to Head
Start seem unchanged. The Nixon adminis-
tration’s budget for jobs in the private sector
may go up three or four times this year,
while that for Head Start will remain the
same.

THE SCOTT REPORT

HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, Mr. Edward J. Sloane, of
Springfield, Va., has called my attention
to “The Scott Report,” by Columnist Paul
Scott, for April 4, 1969, describing a cam-
paign allegedly being mounted by certain
members of the press against the con-
firmation of former Deputy Chief of
Security at the Department of State, Mr.
Otto Otepka, for appointment to the
Subversive Activities Control Board.

Mr. Sloane feels, and I agree, that Mr.
Scott’s discoveries and comments con-
cerning this anti-Otepka campaign, de-
serve the widest possible attention. I
therefore welcome this opportunity to
insert the column in full at this point in
the RECORD:

[From the Washington News-Intelligence
Syndicate]
THE ScOoTT REPORT
(By Paul Scott)

WasHINGTON, April 4—A dramatic new
chapter, with far-reaching implications for
the future security of the U.S., is developing
in the Otto Otepka case.

Opponents of the former Deputy Chief of
Security at the State Department are pre-
paring an all out campalgn to block a Sen-
ate vote on his nomination to the Subver-
sive Activities Control Board (SACB), an in-
dependent government security agency.

Otepka, after flve years of persecution and
vilification by the State Department, was
nominated last month to the SACB by Presi-
dent Nixon,

The nomination, now pending before the
Senate Judiclary Committee, was a partial
victory of Otepka who had been stripped
of security duties and demoted by Dean
Rusk, former Secretary of State, for cooper-
ating with a Senate Committee exposing se-
curity lapses in the State Department.

The nerve center for the new onslaught
against Otepka, scheduled to begin after the
Easter congressional recess, is the prestigi-
ous New York Time’s Washington Bureau.

Neil Sheehan, the newspaper’'s controver-
sial Defense Department correspondent, has
been given the assignment to write a series
of articles designed to indirectly link the
veteran security officer with right-wing
groups—none of which Otepka had ever been
a member or actively supported.

Significantly, Sheehan is the former bureau
chief for the United Press International in
Salgon who openly worked during the early
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60s for the downfall of South Vietnam's anti-
communist President Diem.

Plerre Salinger, press secretary for both
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, assailed
Sheehan as one of a trio of American news-
men that “announced to one and all in
Saigon that one of the aims of their stories
... was to bring down the Diem government."”

More recently in a panel discussion in New
York on “The Peace in Asia”, Sheehan pre-
sented the following view on communism:

“We might abandon the idea that com-
munism is our enemy in Asia. We must be
willing to tolerate their enmity. I am sug-
gesting that in some countries a communist
government may be the best government."

CASTING THE SHADOW

Insiders at the New York Times say
Sheehan’s anti-Otepka series was scheduled
to begin earlier this week but the death of
President Eisenhower and his state funeral
temporarily delayed their appearance,

Several of the persons involved in the
volunteer raising of funds for Otepka's costly
and long-drawn-out legal battle for vindica-
tion report that they have already been
badgered by Sheehan about their political
affiliations.

In one case, Sheehan spent more than 45
minutes on long distance phone grilling
James Stewart, of Palatine, Ill.,, Director of
American Defense Fund which raised money
for Otepka’s legal defense, on whether he
was ever a member of the John Birch Soclety.

When Stewart argued the question was ir-
relevant and offered to discuss the issues of
the Otepka case with Sheehan, the corres-
pondent changed the subject, asking for the
names of all the contributors to Otepka’s
defense fund.

On being told that more than 4,000 persons
had contributed, Sheehan said he wanted
“only the names of the big contributors’.
This Stewart refused on the grounds he
needed approval of the individuals to give
out their names,

THE BOSTON RALLY

Sheehan also quizzed Stewart at length
about his group's fund-raising stand for
Otepka at the New England Rally for God,
Family, and Country, held in Boston in
July, 1968 and attended by more than 1,000
persons.

“I have reports that Otepka manned a fund-
ralsing booth at the Boston rally and
solicited funds for his case,” stated Sheehan.
“Is not this true?”

“No, and you know it,” replied Stewart,
“Otepka had nothing to do with that stand.”

What Sheehan didn't mention to Stewart
was that another New York Times reporter
had turned in the same negative report
earlier. After spotting Otepka and his wife
among the spectators at the Boston meeting,
the reporter kept a watch on Otepka only
to learn that he had nothing to do with
the fund raising stand.

Other persons involved in the fund rais-
ing for Otepka's legal defense which cost
the veteran security officer nearly $30,000,
have also been intensely questioned by
Sheehan.

Sheehan has been in contact with aides
of several Senators, including Willlam
Proxmire (D. Wis.) and Jacob Javits (R.
N.Y.), who plan to use his forthcoming
stories to try to block Otepka's nomination.

Several State Department officials, who
helped influence Secretary of State William
Rogers to bar Otepka's return to that
Agency, also have been In contact with
Sheehan.

THE BIGGER ISSUE

While Otepka will be the central tar-
get of the coming attack, many congressional
security experts see the campaign as having
a much broader objective.

One memorandum being circulated among
these experts, warns:
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“The coming campaign against Otepka s
designed to prevent, by smear and attack,
efforts to strengthen the Subversive Activi-
tles Control Board, through the appointment
to it of strong, consclentious securities
specialists, and so bring about its destruc-
tion.

“The campaign will follow the pattern of
the highly successful one by which the
Eisenhower-Nixon program to train Ameri-
cans in red tactics through civilian-military
seminars was destroyed, through using Gen-
eral Walker as the target.

“Now, Otto Otepka is the target, and the
objective is the nipping in the bud of the
restoration of a strong security staff and
operation within the government.”

Thus, the battle lines are being drawn for
a historic security showdown that could
rattle a lot of windows in the national
capital.

CONVOY TO MURMANSK

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, for-
eign affairs debates constantly revolve
around the question of a “detente” with
the Soviet Union. A realistic appraisal
reveals the fact that the constant bel-
ligerence, deceitfulness, and continued
efforts toward global control by the rul-
ers of the Kremlin make a “detente”
under present circumstances a difficult
and dangerous situation. )

An interesting insight into Soviet atti-
tudes and manipulations of history is
dramatized in an editorial carried by the
Chicago Tribune, Wednesday, April 9.
This commentary dwelling on a major
World War II effort speaks for itself:

Convoy TO MURMANSK

Anyone around during World War II knew
the meaning of the words “Murmansk run.”
They conjured up the chilling spectacle of
allled convoys running the gauntlet of Ger-
man planes and warships to Murmansk, 170
miles above the Arctic circle, the main center
of western aid to the Soviet Union during
the war.

From August, 1942, when the British navy
escorted the first convoys for Russla, the
‘“Murmansk run” became the Eremlin's life-
line for survival, Thru icy waters and storms,
battling continuous attack by enemy sub-
marines and planes based in Norway, the
convoys struggled north with their precious
cargo of tanks, trucks, guns, and other sup-
plies—at fearful cost. Thousands of British,
American, and Canadian sallors lost their
lves In this desperate effort to save their
Soviet ally.

A westerner might think that, in the nor-
mal course of events, “Murmansk run” might
have some meaning to the Russians—at least
to those who live in northern Russia’s only
ice-free port. But they don’t. A reporter vis-
iting Murmansk found that no one there had
ever heard of the war time convoys which
saved Russia.

There is no memorial, no plaque, to com-
memorate the almost incredible efforts of
the convoys and their naval escorts which
fought their way around Norway's dreaded
North cape. The section of the city museum
in Murmansk dealing with the war ignores
completely the effort of the western allles.
It is as if Russia had fought the war in a
vacuum.

Today the Russian port on the Barents sea
is busier than ever, with almost double its
pre-war population. All the old men who un-
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loaded the war time convoys have died or
moved away. No one is left to remember what
the words “Murmansk run” meant to a na=-
tion fighting for its life. Today that nation’s
masters would rather look to its missiles
pointed at the nations that once made the
run to Murmansk to save Russia.

TAX LOOPHOLES

HON. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
think it is particularly appropriate today,
April 15, to underscore the almost des-
perate need for tax reform. The blatant
inequities of our present tax system and
the all too ready availability of means
of avoiding income taxation by the rich,
have created indignation throughout our
Nation. The “Page of Opinion” of the
Wisconsin State Journal on April 7 posed
the question whether tax reform would
come this year, as it highlighted the need
to eliminate the numerous loopholes in
our tax laws.

This editorial also cited the excellent
piece on taxes done by my esteemed col-
league and good friend, the senior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin, BiLL PROXMIRE. Sen-
ator ProxMiRe has consistently been at
the forefront of the battle for meaningful
tax reform. I commend highly his ex-
cellent article “The Tax Loophole Scan-
dal,” which appeared in the April 1969
edition of the Progressive magazine and
which was reprinted in the Journal.

Mr. Speaker, I insert the editorial
and Senator Proxmire’'s article in the
RECORD:

[From the Wisconsin State Journal,
Apr. 7, 1969]
W RerorM CoMEe THis YEAR? REMEMBER
LooPHOLES oN T-Day

As Apr. 15 draws near, the agonies of the
income tax become intensified.

It's little comfort to realize that while the
average cltizen pays hundreds of dollars in
federal taxes, some Americans with fantastic
incomes are llable for no tax at all.

For instance, extreme cases are 156 tax
returns from 1967 with adjusted gross Iin-
comes above $200,000 on which no federal
taxes were paid; 21 of those had incomes
over $1 million.

And from the tens of millions of middle-
class families and individuals with incomes
from $7,000 to $20,000—who pay taxes on full
ordinary rates—come more than one half of
the individual taxes in the United States.

The evidence is massive that tax loopholes
not only cost the federal government billions
in revenue, but are grossly unfalr to the
average Amerlcan taxpayer.

Sen. Willlam Proxmire (D-Wis.) outlines
the shocking inequities in a story reprinted
on today's Page of Opinion. Just as shock-
ing as the loopholes is the lethargy of the
Congress in correcting the problems.

In this 91st sesslon of Congress is the first
real sign that maybe something will be done,
maybe. The House Ways and Means Com-
mittee began hearings on Feb. 27 which are
still going on.

The spotlight s focused on the tax reform
recommendations 1ssued early this year by
the Treasury Department which deal with
most of the cumbersome jumble of personal
Income tax laws.

Unfortunately, the treasury’s recommenda-
tion is minus a proposal to correct one of
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the biggest loop-holes going: the mineral
depletion allowance which permits the oil in-
dustry to pay only a fraction of what most
corporations must fork out.

It is this type of loophole, so carefully pro-
tected by industry lobbylsts, which stands in
the way of congressional action—the law-
makers in control of tax committees have
close ties to these special interests.

Surely high on the list of reforms should
be a realistic deduction for dependents—
the present $6800 deduction bears no relation-
ship to the actual cost per dependent. Dou-
bling that figure would be a start.

The fact that some wealthy individuals
pay no tax is another must area; there should
be & minimum even for those with the ability
to sink all their funds in “low-interest,” tax-
free municipal bonds.

There are hundreds of other loop-holes
that need attention and many of them are
described on this page, but the problem is
winning change and not recognizing the
faults.

The Apr. 15 deadline also should be a dead-
line for all taxpayers to notify immediately
their representatives and senators of their
desire for tax reform now.

| From the Progressive magazine]

Harp-To-CHANGE REVENUE Laws—THE Tax
LoOPHOLE SCANDAL

(By Senator WiLLIAM PROXMIRE)

As the average taxpayer fills in line 12a
of his Federal Income Tax Form 1040, he
must wonder why he pays so much while
others, more favored economically than he,
pays so little.

If he is a middle income taxpayer with a
wife and two chilldren and $12,000 of taxable
income after taking his ordinary deductions,
he pays almost 20 percent of it directly to the
federal government. This year, as recorded on
line 12b, he must pay, in addition, 7.5 per
cent of his regular Income tax payment,
which is the equivalent of 10 per cent of the
tax liabllity he has incurred since the syrtax
went into effect last April.

Piled on top of the federal income tax bill
of our middle income family are the federal
exclse taxes, such as on gasoline; Social Se-
curity payments, and state and local income,
real estate, sales, personal property, and gas-
oline taxes. As he signs his name to the tax
form this year, more likely than not the tax-
payer will also have to dip into his savings
and write out a check for an amount beyond
that withheld.

These are heavy burdens. In the past they
have been borne out of a deep sense of re-
sponsibility and loyalty to the country. But
this year, if our taxpayer is reasonably well
informed, he also knows that many far
wealthier than he bear a much lighter bur-
den. In 1967 some 155 individuals with in-
comes of more than $200,000 each paid no
federal income tax at all. Twenty-one of these
had incomes of more than $1 million but pald
nothing,

HOW COME?

If our taxpayer’s indignation continues to
grow it could lead to a breakdown of the
present tax system.

The first question our irate taxpayer may
ask is “How is it done? How can a man with
a million dollars in income pay no federal
income taxes when I pay 20 per cent?”

The loopholes are legion. Among them are
the depletion allowances for virtually every
mineral, especially oil, the tax shelters for real
estate investment, the capital gains treat-
ment for stock options, the dividend exclu-
sion, the special tax breaks for conglom-
erates, the no-tax status of foundations, the
exemption accorded municipal bonds and es-
pecially municipal industrial bonds, farm
losses used by hobby farmers to offset other
income, and the gimmick by which depletion
allowances can be used to offset taxes owed
on other income.

But the key items by which the wealthiest




April 16, 1969

citizens avold paylng any taxes at all are
through the unlimited charltable deduction,
the array of speclal privileges for oll and gas
producers and investors, and the exclusion
for capltal gains.

For a person to qualify for the unlimited
charitable deduction, the taxes he pays plus
the charitable contributions he makes must
equal ninety per cent of his “taxable" in-
come in elght out of ten consecutive years.
He can then qualify for future unlimited
deductions for charitable contributions in-
stead of the 30 per cent limit in the law.

CONTRIBUTION

But the gimmick is the word “taxable”
income. The allowance for depletion of an
oil well, the intangible drilling and develop-
ment cost deduction, capital gains, and vari-
ous depreciation items are all deductions
taken before arriving at “taxable” income.
Thus, the “taxable” income of high income
groups can be quite low. By contributing
only small amounts to charity, millionaires
often can qualify for unlimited charitable
deductions.

The alleged “charitable contribution” itself
may also be of dublious value. The Treasury
Department has provided an example: One
taxpayer took an unlimited charitable de-
duction of 21.6 million dollars for property
he gave to a charlty, but the original cost of
the property was only $467,000. Thus, by
donating an asset for which he pald a rela-
tively small amount, he took a deduction
worth forty-six times the amount.

Another method used by wealthy families
to achieve the unlimited charitable status is
to have minor children make contributions
in 8 of 10 consecutive years which, when
combined with the taxes they owe, make up
80 per cent of their “taxable” income. This is
done In years when both the incomes and
contributions of the children are low. When,
upon maturity, they inherit huge fortunes,
they are able to avold taxes on their large
incomes throughout the remainder of their
lives,

Perhaps the most notorious examples of
slipping through loopholes occur among tax-
payers whose incomes are derived from gas
and oil. Both individuals and companies
benefit from a panoply of credits and deduc-
tions. Dry holes are written off, deducted as
business losses. Depletion allowances equal
to 27.5 per cent of gross income ranging up
to one half of net income can be taken.

LOW TAXES

About 90 per cent of capital costs, which
aon-oll companies would have to depreciate
over twenty years, may be “expensed” or
charged off In the first year by oll companies
through the intangible drilling and develop-
ment cost deduction. This includes many of
the construction costs at the site, drilling
costs, mud, roads, and the like, Finally, the
oil companies have the “golden gimmick” by
which American firms can credit the royalties
they pay to Middle Eastern sheiks and poten-
tates dollar for dollar against the taxes they
would otherwise owe in the United States.

As a result, numerous major oil refining
companies paid little or no federal corporate
Income taxes in 1967, the last year for which
data are available. Standard Oil of New Jer-
sey pald only $166,000,000 in federal income
taxes on net income of more than $2 billion,
or 8 per cent. Texaco pald 2 per cent on earn-
ings or net Income of just under $900 million.
Gulf, Mobil, Union, Marathon, Getty, and
Atlantic all paid less than 8 per cent on net
incomes exceeding $100 million each. Atlan-
tic-Richfield paid nothing at all on net in-
come of $145 million. But our hard-slogging
middle income taxpayer paid twenty per
cent of the $12,000 of taxable income he had
left after his routine deductions.

The worst and most widespread loophole
of all 1s that for capital gains. If & man buys
property for $10,000 which on his death is
worth $110,000, his heirs pay no federal cap-
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ital gains tax on the $100,000 gain although
they may pay a small inheritance tax.

If a bank loses money on the sale of bonds,
it can be deducted as an ordinary loss against
the present corporate income tax which runs
as high as 48 per cent. But if the bank sells
the same asset and makes an overall profit,
it is treated as a capital galn and the tax
is never more than 25 per cent.

THE PRIVILEGED

When a corporate executive sells a stock
for $60 which he was allowed to purchase for
only $10 a share under a company stock op-
tion, he does not pay the ordinary income
tax rates on the $40-a-share profit. If he has
held the stock for six months or longer, he
pays an amount only half as much as his
ordinary tax rates, up to a maximum of 25
per cent. Why should he pay no more than
half of his ordinary tax rate when our hard-
working, wage-earning, middle-income tax-
payer must pay his full rate?

These privileges are not avallable to the
average family. Almost all the dollar amounts
of capital gains go to the top 10 per cent
income group. Tax advantages, virtually de-
nied to the poor, violate the concept that
taxation should be based on the abllity to
pay. They favor unearned income over earned
income, and they violate the fundamental
principles of falrness on which our tax sys-
tem should be based. More often than not,
funds which are essentlally ordinary income
and are not real capital gains at all, are
taxed at the capital gains rate rather than
the higher income tax rate.

There are numerous reasons why the tax
laws are in their present scandalous shape
and why so little has been done about 1t.
Every major branch of the government is at
fault. Even the general public must take at
least a small part of the blame. Those with
specially privileged interests to protect often
arouse large numbers of the public to fight
the repeal of a loophole which only nominally
affects them. The “widows and orphans” are
often used to front for gigantic selfish inter-
ests,

The Treasury, like almost all the other
major departments of the government, basi-
cally represents the interests of what they
call their “clientele.” The Treasury repre-
sents bankers and the financial community,
as other agencles represent business, defense
contractors, organized farm groups, and
trade unions. The public interest is gen-
erally overlooked.

Neither Presidents nor the Treasury have
been particularly zealous in thelr pursuit of
tax reform.

LOOPHOLE GUARDS

All tax legislation must originate in the
House. In the past, the Ways and Means
Committee has tenaciously guarded loop-
holes and speclal tax privileges. Appoint-
ments from the Democratic side were made
for so long by Speaker Sam Rayburn that on
crucial issues the Rayburn appointees and
allies still exercised control of the Com-
mittee. His litmus test was, how did
the prospective appointee stand on 0il? Only
rarely, because of the workings of seniority,
did an anti-oll depletion member slip
through to a seat on the Ways and Means
Committee.

The Democrats on Ways and Means make
up the Committee on Committees that as-
signs House Democrats to committee posts.
A newly elected representative dedicated
to fighting special tax privileges and other
inequities seldom finds himself in an effec-
tive committee post.

But the leadership’s control extends well
beyond this. There has been no vote in the
House to eliminate or reduce the oil de-
pletion allowance In the memory of almost
any member. Tax bills are brought to the
floor only under rules which prohibit such
amendments. This Is part of the protection
afforded the industry.

If the Senate 1s so irreverent as to add a
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loophole-closing amendment, the House
Conference Committee stands adamantly on
its “Constitutional rights” to Initiate tax
legislation and kills the poor waif in one
of the Capitol hideaways where conference
committees meet in secret.

DOCILE YEARS

In the past all of this was glued together
by campaign contributions funneled
through the House and Senate campaign
committees where Iinterest groups made
major contributions to those who stayed In
line.

Appointment to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, as in the House Ways and Means
Committee, was reserved largely for those
whose position on depletion was safe. Those
opposed were locked out for years. Former
Sen. Paul Douglas walted for seven years
to get a place on the committee while those
who had equal or less seniority moved to-
ward the head of the table. In my own case,
I tried in vain for five years for appoint-
ment to the Finance Committee only to see
Junior men, who held more orthodox views,
selected. Finally, I took a seat on the pow-
erful Appropriations Committee when a va=-
cancy was created there on the death of
Sen. Estes Kefauver.

After years of docility, the public is de-
manding tax reform. The Ways and Means
Committee is holding hearings. Members of
both House and Senate, who in the past have
been lukewarm about closing loopholes, have
suddenly found it an important subject.

But to win this battle the public must off-
set the skill of the special interests. They
must keep up the pressure and continue to
fight. They must do this because their inter-
ests are diffuse while those of particular in-
terest groups are concentrated. While the
public is outraged, its indignation is ex-
pressed in a general way. But those who
benefit from the loopholes will send their
highly paid, highly placed lawyers and lob-
byists to argue against closing or shrinking
any particular loophole. These advocates of
privilege are skilled in reaching back into a
Senator’s state or community to enlist indi-
vidual constituents in their cause. For exam-
ple, when attempts were made in the early
1960’s to repeal the lucrative, unlimited char-
itable contribution deduction, the presidents
of the nation’s major private universities, the
recipients of much bounty bestowed upon
them by millionaires who pay no federal in-
come taxes, were enlisted in the fight against
repeal by the legal counselors of the non
federal income tax paying millionaires.

In another instance, when legislation was
sought to collect at the source from corpo-
rations and banks the tax which was already
owed on dividends and interest by the reclpi-
ents, the affected institutions poured in tens
of thousands of letters a week to key senators
whose positions were pivotal. Most of the
mail from irate constituents indicated they
had been misled by the propaganda from the
Washington-based trade associations which
were fighting the bill, The measure died.

NEW INEQUITIES

One of the chief tactics of the special
interests will be delay.

All of this need not be so. With determined
presidential leadership to focus public in-
dignation, reform could come and come
quickly.

The public must also guard against new
inequities that would result from the sub-
stitution of a program of “tax incentives”
for tax reform. Most loopholes started as
incentives.

The oll depletion allowance started as an
incentive for “conservation.” It now has little
relationship to its original purpose. It pro-
motes the misallocation of capital into mar-
ginal drillings. This, according to many econ-
omists, may well raise, rather than lower, the
price of gas and oll because it is such an
inefficient use of resources.
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The depletion allowance illustrates why tax
incentives are a poor way to promote eco-
nomic or social purposes. It has grown until
it now amounts to a tax drain of §3 billion
a year. It is irrelevant to its original purpose.
There is no annual budget review and it has
proved almost impossible to reduce or ter-
minate it. If the oll industry had to get the
$3 billion by way of a direct subsidy—if that
amount had to be included in the President's
budget and appropriated by Congress—it
would never be done. But the industry gets
its largesse indirectly, through the back door
method of an old tax “incentive.”

In 1968, according to former Treasury Sec-
retary Barr, more than $35 billion in tax
revenues which the government did not col-
lect were lost to the treasury because of such
special credits and deductions.

Camoufiaged as “incentives,” a host of ex-
ceptions, credits, and deductions have riddled
and eroded our tax system. That is why the
outlook for reform depends upon the con-
tinued indignation and action of the tax-
payers. The cause is not hopeless. These
should be among our goals:

We should reduce the depletion allowance
to, at most, 15 per cent for the big oil com-
panies.

We should remove the “golden gimmick"
as a loophole for the oll firms in the Mid-
dle East.

American movie stars living in Switzerland
should pay their share of taxes to their own
country.

After offsetting deductions are made for in-
heritance taxes paid, the heirs to huge for-
tunes should pay at least the capital galns
rate on their new riches.

Most tax-exempt foundations should be
required to pay taxes on the income they
recelve from investments in profit-making
businesses.

The unlimited charitable deduction should
be revised or removed.

Those with large incomes should not es-
cape federal taxation. A minimum tax of at
least 20 per cent should be required of all of
those whose real Incomes are large enough
80 that they would ordinarily pay that rate
or many tlmes that rate.

LEADERSHIP NEED

These reforms may appear to be “lost
causes.” But we should remind ourselves that
in the recent past we have seen many lost
causes won. Truth in lending, one man-one
vote, open housing legislation, Medicare, re-
peal of the poll tax, to name only a few,
were the lost causes of the decade of the
1850’s the victories—even if not always fully
won—of the 1960's.

If there is determined leadership by Presi-
dent Nixon, sustained by an aroused public,
and focused on closing loopholes rather than
promoting new ones, meaningful tax reform
could be achieved.

We now join in a classic battle between
the tax-paying, responsible public, on one
hand, and powerful economic forces with
lucrative special interests at stake, on the
other. The battle is a test to determine
whether we can make democracy work.

DOES U.S. FOREIGN POLICY ENTAIL
FREQUENT WARS?

HON. MORRIS K. UDALL

OF ARIZONA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr., UDALL, Mr. Speaker, my col-
league, the Honorable PauL FinbpLEY of
Illinois, has done some clear thinking
about current U.S. policies toward the
Soviet Union and China. He made a pro-
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vocative presentation of his thoughts in a
speech delivered Saturday, April 12, 1969,
to the annual meeting of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science
in Philadelphia.

He suggests in his speech that U.S.
policies toward each country are based
more on mythology than reality, and that
the basic myth we depend upon is that
the Russians are more rational and more
moderate than the Chinese. He states
that these policies, which include con-
tinuing contact with Moscow and con-
tinued isolation of Peking have resulted
in a weakening of the security of Western
Europe and the polarization of the world
into two spheres, that of the United
States and that of the Soviet Union.

He does not suggest that Red China is
our friend, but he does state that the
interests of the United States would be
better served if we revised our policies
to reflect reality. We should deal with
Moscow as it still is—secretive, hostile,
unstable, and capable at any time of
events akin to the Czechoslovakian inva-
sion. We should, on the other hand, base
our policies toward China on our na-
tional interests and not those of the Rus-
sians. In short, we should treat China on
the same basis as we treat the Soviet
Union.

It is my pleasure to insert the speech
into the Recorp at this point:

DoEs UNITED STATES ForElGw PoLicy ENTAIL
FREQUENT Wags?

(By PauL FinpiLeEy, Republican of Illinois,
member, Committee on Forelgn Affairs,
U.S. House of Representatives)

Writing in his book, 1940, The Fall of
France,” the former Chief of the French Gen-
eral Staff, Andre Beaufre sald, “The collapse
of the French Army is the most important
event of the twentleth century.” This was
80, he saild because “our downfall upset the
balance which had been built up and main-
tained through the ages. Europe . . . found
itself deprived of its western counter balance.
The destruction of Germany which was to
come, left in place of the traditional Europe,
only a zone of weakness, while the USA and
the USSR disputed between themselves the
dominance of the world which Europe had
lost.”

One does not have to agree with General
Beaufre that the collapse of the French
Army is the most important event of the 20th
Century. One must, however, be gripped—as
I was—by his description of a proud na-
tlon in panic as it fled before the German
armles: . .. “individual dramas lived out
within the incomprehensible drama of
France.” He related how his fellow country-
men in order to protect their homes at Vier-
zon killed a French tank officer who wanted
to defend the outskirts of the town. He de-
scribed the chaos, confusion, disorganization,
despalr and resignation of a great nation, a
great people who in the flight South first to
Bordeaux and then to the shame of Vichy
realized that their foreign policy and their
military doctrines had falled them. Then,
and only then, did they learn that the pres-
ervation of peace is not as easily established
as the desire for it.

“In 1940, Beaufre continued, “we were
really the vietims of a series of events brought
about by factors which had been apparent
long before and of which the ineluctable
consequences were not understood in time
to grapple with them before it was too late.
The great lesson of 1940 is that such mal-
adles can only be coped with at birth, and
only in the early stages is 1t possible to act
effectively.”

Maladies can be coped with effectively only
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in their early stages. This lesson from France
of 1940 is an appropriate introduction to to-
day's theme, “Does United States Foreign
Policy Entall Frequent Wars?"

Clearly the greatest malady a nation can
suffer is reliance on mythology in policy-
making. To the extent that myths are re-
Jected In favor of reality, the risk of fatal
illness is reduced and the probability of na-
tional health and vigor enhanced,

To be useful as a counselor to policy-
makers, an historian or political sclentist
must “tell 1t like it is."” He must distinguish
between fact, what is a reasonable hypoth-
esls and what must remain conjecture. If
he falls to meet that test, he is a moralist or
publicist, not an historian or political scien-
tist.

Unfortunately, some members of the aca-
demic community do indeed fall the test
and thereby contribute to the mythology
which has excessively influenced policy-
makers. An overkill of words perpetuates
myths and lays the foundation for one false
assumption after another.

Vietnam comes first to mind. From the be-
ginning our combat involvement there was
based on assumptions which were either
questionable or totally false. The leading
faulty assumptions were:

1. That we responded to the invitation of
& sovereign government seeking help to repel
an invasion by forces of another nation.

2. That we were committed to send troops
by treaty obligations and agreement of past
administrations.

8. That our policy of containing commu-
nism required our intervention against Ho
Chi Minh.

4. That with a little more effort and na-
tional unity the war would soon be over.

This mythology indeed entailed war for the
United States—and a massive one at that.

Consider also the mythology of our policles
toward Russia and China and the risk of war
it entails,

Recent conduct by the Russians and the
Chinese challenge several of the most impor-
tant assumptions on which U.S. policy has
been based. These assumptions concern the
evolution of communist rule in Russia and
its dependencies: the status quo and spheres
of influence; and the conflict between Rus-
sla and China.

This mythology arises partly from a nat-
ural desire to believe that the Russian lead-
ers are reasonable, moderate men, more
closely associated with Western civilization
than Orlental. Believing that they fear war,
we have transmuted that negative fear of
war Into the assumption of a positive desire
for detente and Great Power cooperation, Our
view of China is directly opposite.

We employ a double standard, While we
seem 10 pay more attention to Russia's words
than her deeds, curiously in evaluating
China we do the opposite. We pay more at-
tention to the rhetoric of Chinese foreign
policy than her actions, which, for the most
part, are temperate.

Consider our contradictory policy towards
these two seemingly hostile powers.

For twenty years U.S. policy towards Rus-
sia has been predicated on the assumption
that the greater the contact with the West,
the more moderate and responsible Moscow
will be. Toward Peking, the policy has been
the opposite: Isolate Peking politically, eco-
nomically, and culturally, While the United
States worked aggressively, even when the
Russians showed no interest, in enlarging
contacts and relations with the Soviet
Unlon, we steadfastly refused for many years
to consider seriously communicating with
Peking.

Mythology has predominated in other
strange ways. Despite overwhelming evidence
to the contrary the United States continued
to belleve that ideclogy was not a gulding
force in the Soviet Unlon, that the newly
emerging managerial and technical classes
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would be the “gravediggers” of Communism,
and that China, not the Soviet Unlon was
the greatest threat to our security.

Prominent voices dismissed almost every
instance of hostile Soviet conduct as mean-
ingless and hailed every superficial gesture of
peaceful co-existence as a solid new break-
through. The harrassment of allied rights In
Berlin, Brezhnev's extremely hostile and
violent speech attacking American soclety
and reafirming fundamental ideoclogical hos-
tility, Soviet arms shipments to the Middle
East, the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the
sending of volunteers to Yemen were all
overlooked or downgraded. The relatively en-
lightened plea for greater intellectual free-
dom in Russia and accommodation with the
West by the Soviet physicist Andrel D.
Sakharov was given far greater attention in
the West than the immediate condemnation
of his thesis by the Soviet leadership, and
the imposition of even stricter censorship
upon intellectuals, including domestic exile
and long prison terms.

Nevertheless, accepting rhetoric for ac-
tions, appearance for reality, and hope for
policy the U.S. made a fundamental shift in
foreign policy priority.

It was a fundamental mistake. Under it,
the United States placed Geneva ahead of
NATO, detente ahead of Western European
security. For elght years the path of U.B.
foreign policy favored detente or bilateral
cooperation with the Soviet Union at the
expense of closer ties with our NATO allies.
Washington appeared to accept the Soviet
argument that our efforts to salvage or im-
prove relations with Western Europe worked
against detente with the Russians.

The critical polnt was reached when the
Administration chose to override Western Eu-
ropean objection to the draft of the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty in order to achieve
agreement with the Soviet Union. Basically,
the United States chose bi-polar cooperation,
in effect carving the world into U.S, and So-
viet spheres of influence. The decision was
based on the assumption that coinciding
hopefully with the emergence of younger—
more pragmatic—leaders and the growing de-
mand in Russia for more personal freedoms
and consumer goods, the treaty would lead
to a reduction of mutual hostilitles and
suspicion and bring forth a genuine detente.
Actually it resulted In proliferation of U.B.
agreements with the Russlans none of which
dealt with the substance of Cold War is-
sues.

The natural consequence of this policy of
bilateral—often secret—discussions with the
Soviets on matters affecting the very security
of Western Europe was to weaken the al-
liance.

This, in turn, led to two ominous—though
not necessarily contradictory trends in Eu-
rope. These trends threaten the peace in
Europe, and the peace of Europe is the peace
of the world. These trends resulted not only
from the bilateral secret talks but also the
tendency of the U.S. unilaterally to change
its posture regarding Western defenses with-
out consultation with those who would bear
the results of any change should war break
out.

The first trend was the development of
national European nuclear defenses outside
the framework and control of the Alliance,
This is most clearly evident in France, al-
though there are growing elements in West
Germany and Italy that advocate this posi-
tion. Britain has had national nuclear forces
for years. The French belleve that the U.S.
commitment to defend Europe cannot be
taken seriously. Consequently, French strat-
egy was to develop its own defenses and be
independent of any Integrated command
structure.

Although some observers brush aslde as
inconsequential the French nuclear force,
others contend that:
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1. The German refusal to abandon Paris
for London and British entry into the Com-
mon Market is based largely on a desire for
the advantage of two deterrent forces, French
as well as United States.

2. The Soviet Union was serious in 1961
when it explained resumption of atmospheric
testing because of French nuclear explosions.

3. The Soviet ABM system around Moscow
is designed partly to counter French nu-
clear power.

It is a curious fact—but nevertheless
true—that American arms negotiations with
the Soviet Unlon and other secret negotia-
tions have contributed to the proliferation of
nuclear weapons by encouraging the French
to develop their own program and pull out
of NATO's command structure.

The second trend in Europe is distinet from
the first and is most noticeable among the
smaller European countries, although there
is some sign of it in Germany. This trend 1s
towards political accommodation with the
Soviet Union. It is entirely possible to en-
vision a series of Rappallo-like treaties which
will effectively destroy the Western Alliance
and render Western Europe a continent of
Finlands.

Both of these trends should be alarming
for the United States. I believe that if one
more NATO nation acquires nuclear weapons
most of the others who can do so will follow
because of an atmosphere of mutual fear and
distrust will have been generated.

The more the European states perceive
that we are subordinating their national in-
terests to the goal of bl-polar cooperation
with the Soviet Union, the more Inclined
they will be to develop national deterrents,
or, In the alternative, seek a political ar-
rangement with the Soviet Union. Either
course has obvious disadvantage and danger
to the United States.

For some time, however, American policy
makers have resolved this dilemma by pictur-
ing the Soviet Unlon as less hostile, and in-
creasingly more comfortable as a status quo
power. In that spirit all too often we have
greeted even a temporary easing of Soviet
harshness as a historic milestone to peace.
This has created the illusion in Moscow that
the risks of any course—such as Invading
Czechoslovakia—no matter how intransigent,
can always be limited by superficial gestures.
We have yet to convince the Soviet leaders—
as well as ourselves—that their policy of ag-
gravating all instabilities 1s inconsistent with
a relaxation of tensions and detente.

Nor has the United States fully appreciated
the political significance of the events of
last August 20. If the Soviet Union consid-
ered itself threatened by even the liberaliza-
tion of a Communist government—a reform
movement, incldentally, led by lifelong Com-
munists, many of whom spent their forma-
tive years In Moscow—what weight can one
glve to its avowal that it desires peaceful
coexistence between different soclal systems?
After all, to quote Professor Leo Mates of
Belgrade, “If it Is possible for unprovoked
military intervention to follow negotlations
and agreement, then the danger to peace is
transferred to the domain of the unpredict-
able, which can but leave deep traces on the
general behavlor of states.”

The traditional American reliance on the
rationality and predictability of Soviet In-
ternational conduct has been one of the
piliars of international relations in the nu-
clear age. It took the candor of a longtime
Moscow observer, Anatole Shub, to remind us
how shaky that pillar really is. He wrote re-
cently, “It need hardly be added that a sys-
tem capable of such surprise as the invasion
of August 20 is inherently capable of other
surprises no less unpleasant.”

I, for one, would have greater confidence in
the sincerity of Soviet talk about detente if
it were implemented consistently and not
volced just in moments of panic when Russia
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is threatened by a hostlle neighbor or by in-
ternal economic or political distress.

Our Chinese mythology is equally distress-
ing and dangerous.

The United States knows too little about
China to predict or interpret accurately all
the ramificatlons of certain events and per-
sonalities, Yet, a few general conclusions can
be drawn,

One, Chinese foreign policy has bgen no
more aggressive, provocative or irrational
than that of Moscow. In fact, an Impressive
argument can be made that it has been less
80.
Two, where the U.8. and China have only
one serious political disagreement and that
regards the status of Formosa; U.S. and So-
viet interests conflict in a number of places—
Berlin, Germany, the Mediterranean, and the
Middle East.

Three, China and the Soviet Union are
rapidly becoming each other's principal po-
litical and military adversary.

Four, while China may one day have the
military means to extend substantially her
territorial claims, she does not have it now.
Militarily the Chinese are no threat to the
territorial security of the United States and
because of geography and other factors not a
substantial threat to any of our allies, except
possibly Formosa. The same cannot be sald
for the Soviet Union.

Compare for a moment the curious double
standard the United States employs in judg-
ing Soviet adventures compared with those
of China.

Although the United States succeeded in
getting China labeled an “aggressor” in the
Eorean War, it 1s generally conceded by his-
torlans that the Eorean War was in fact both
started and stopped by the Soviet Unilon.
Chinese troops intervened only after UN
forces reached the Yalu River, and only in
sufficlent numbers to restore the pre-war par-
titlon. Chinese forces were long ago with-
drawn from Eorea, in striking contrast to
the “temporary” Soviet Army still present in
Poland, Hungary, and East Germany. About
400,000 Soviet troops are now stationed In
Czechoslovakia. Although China has clashed
with India In border disputes, the provoca=-
tlons no doubt originated from both sides.
In any event, the Chinese forces extended
only to the historlc border as viewed by
Peking, China did not, after all, claim or
take any territory historically and indisput-
ably Indian. All of this s not to say that
China is our friend. There are some serious
differences existing between the U.S, and
China, but no more so than our differences
with the Soviet Union.

My principal purpose in stating and con-
trasting the two countries is to remind
Americans that In the field of international
polities 1t 1s just not true that the Russlans,
like the Dodge Boys, always wear white hats.
The United States would do well to remem-
ber the admonition of Clauswitz, “Support
the weaker of your two adversaries. Accept
the risk of abetting a potential future men-
ace in order to check the present one.” Bis-
marck was blunter: “The enemy of my enemy
is my friend."

When the disparity between reality as it
actually exists and reality as it is percelved
by U.S. policy makers 1s as great as it is
today regarding China and Russia, the
chances for miscalculation are enormous.

What policles should the United States
adopt regarding these two powers which will
reduce the chances of miscalculation?

Here are my suggestions:

The United States should concentrate less
on bringing about the evolution of the So-
viet Union into a relatively democratic state
and more on reducing its political hostility
and threat.

We should deal with Moscow as it still is:
secretive, hostile, unstable, insecure, suspi-
clous, pushed in one direction by China and
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in the other by her European allles—at the
same time pursuing economic priorities
which dictate a foreign policy and military
posture inconsistent with world revolution-
ary leadership.

We should recognize that while our abil-
ity to influence domestic trends in the Soviet
Union is almost nonexistent, we neverthe-
less have opportunities to influence Soviet
external conduct.

We should reject forcefully any effort to
contain China’s ambitions by “ganging up”
with Russia through even an informal alli-
ance.

We should make it clear that the security
of our Western European partners is para-
mount in our policy priorities, and acknowl-
edge that peaceful trade and cultural con-
tacts with the Soviet Union, while desirable,
cannot be a substitute for settling the out-
standing differences of the Cold War,

In moving to normalize relations with
Eastern Europe, we must realize there are
severe limits on the extent to which a US.
carrot-and-stick economic program can re-
duce Soviet influence in that area.

Even the Czech invasion has not stamped
out a strong trend toward external inde-
pendence and internal democracy in Eastern
Europe. In the longterm Russia can no more
prevent this than Pope Leo X could prevent
the Reformatlon. Yet the United States by
glving unwarranted encouragement to such
trends may in fact weaken them as the So-
viets panic and precipitously move across
borders trying to put out the flames of in-
ternal revolution much as the Armies of Aus-
tria-Hungary tried to extinguish the fires of
revolution in 19th century Europe.

The Soviets are more sophisticated in deal-
ing with Western Europe than we are in
dealing with Eastern Europe. We can also
learn from the French, and, like them, enter
into normal political and economic relations
with Eastern Europe. Trade and good politi-
ecal relations benefit both parties and ulti-
mately the effect of improved trade with the
West will be a gradual lessening of economic
dependence on the Soviet Union which will
in turn weaken Soviet political influence.

The United States should make It clear
that its policles with China are based on
our own national interests, and not those of
the Russians, and that we are not interested
in supporting directly or indirectly any mili-
tary action against China.

The United States should place trade with
the Chinese malinland on the same basis as
trade with the Soviet Union. United States
should seek to open a trading mission in
Canton where the trade fair is held twice a
year. The United States should no longer
require a speclal endorsement on passports
for travel to China.

Our willingness to have serious, direct
negotiations on the problem of Formosa
through the appointment of a special ambas-
sador to the Warsaw talks should be stressed.
The United States should work for a satis-
factory solution to the question of Chinese
membership in the TUN. whereby both
Peking and Formosa could participate.

In short, the United States should attempt
to treat China on the same basis as the Soviet
Union.

Attempts to normalize relations with
China and with Eastern Europe, the re-
establishment of proper priority for Western
European interests, and the rejection of our
Soviet and Chinese mythology will go far to-
wards reducing the possibility of frequent
WAars.

Admittedly, even if we sweep all the cob-
webs from our policy-making process risk
will persist. This is primarily because of the
very nature of the political systems in Russia
and China. Changes in power, and hence di-
rection, come about through internal secret
intrigue, not through public election cam-
paigns. Our Central Intelligence Agency was
taken by complete surprise when EKhru-
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shchev was deposed by Eosygin, But realism,
logic and clarity on our part can reduce the
possibility of miscalculation on the part of
these insecure power centers.

Not all the danger of frequent wars ema-
nates from Peking and Moscow, of course. In
dispelling mythology a logical starting point
is in Vietnam, where our involvement orig-
inated and developed on the basis of false
assumptions. But even if the basic asusmp-
tions had validity the investment and atten-
tlon Vietnam has received is grossly out of
balance, in light of its essentially peripheral
interest to the United States.

Avoldance of future wars like Vietnam re-
quires, in addition to the same reallsm, logic
and clarity in dealings with the major hos-
tile power centers, some practical restraints
on the free-wheeling war-making authority
of the American presidency. A proposal I
made last year would require the President
to report to the Congress promptly the de-
tails of military intervention anywhere in
the world, together with full, detalled justi-
fication. This would help to re-establish the
proper role of the Congress in war-making,
discourage military adventurism, and at the
same time permit the President the military
flexibility circumstances may require,

From all this I must conclude that the
frequency of wars for the United States 1s
related directly to the ability of policy-
makers to reject mythology in favor of
reality.

PIONEER PAN AM IN VIETNAM ROLE
WITH OTHER LINES

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I have
just been informed by the U.S. Agency
for International Development—AID—
that Pan American World Airways will
provide technical assistance to Air Viet-
nam in a program designed to expand
and develop civil aviation in South
Vietnam.

We are all aware, Mr. Speaker, of Pan
Am’'s innumerable, remarkable accom-
plishments during World War II when,
as the only U.S.-flag carrier then oper-
ating to Europe, the Orient, and around
South America its fleet, vast by 1942
standards, became the nucleus for our
Air Transport Command.

When the first Berlin crisis developed
in 1948, Pan Am became one of the first
air carriers to respond to its Govern-
ment’s plea to keep open the air cor-
ridors to West Berlin. Likewise, during
the Eorean conflict, Pan American car-
ried out the great obligations and re-
sponsibilities placed in its hands by the
Government of the United States.

More recently, Mr. Speaker, Pan Am,
along with many other American air car-
riers, both scheduled and supplemental,
has been doing a continuing job, under
supervision of the U.S. Department of
Defense, of getting supplies and hard-
ware to our beleaguered troops in South
Vietnam.

American know-how and experience
are the prime ingredients of the program
under which personnel of Air Vietnam,
the national airline of South Vietnam
headquartered in Saigon, will receive
training, guidance, and advisory assist-
ance from Pan Am.
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The overall objective of the Air Viet-
nam-TAP project is to assist Air Viet-
nam in its development as a modern,
self-sustaining air transport system op-
erated by Vietnamese citizens. This will
be done through advisory assistance and
training for all departments of Air Viet-
nam. Pan Am'’s assistance will be limited
to functions concerned with the opera-
tion and management of Air Vietnam,
as distinguished from the construction,
maintenance, and operation of airports,
airways navigational facilities, and air
traffic control systems of the country of
South Vietnam.

Air Vietnam currently operates an ex-
tensive domestic service, including some
40 flights a day out of Saigon. The car-
rier's international service includes
flights to Hong Kong, Manila, Taipei,
Bangkok, Phnom Penh, Kuala Lumpur,
Singapore, Osaka, and Tokyo.

Pan Am has been active in providing
technical and management assistance to
foreign airlines for 35 years. Other TAP
projects are currently underway with
Iran National Airlines in Iran, and
Ariana Afghan Airlines in Afghanistan.

I am pleased to note and to commend
the continuing great contributions of
Pan American, one of the world's great
airlines, of which we may well be very
proud as Americans devoted to the
modernization and development of our
famous air arms.

A RESOLUTION FROM THE RHODE
ISLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY CON-
CERNING THE INSTITUTION OF A
TAX-SHARING PROGRAM WITH
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

HON. FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN

OF RHODE ISLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to request permission to ex-
tend my remarks to include the attached
resolution which was passed by the
Rhode Island General Assembly and ap-
proved by the Governor on April 1, 1969,
entitled “Resolution Memorializing Con-
gress to Institute a Tax-Sharing Pro-
gram with State and Local Govern-
ments.”

The resolution follows:

ResorvTioNn HI1418

Resolution memorializing Congress to Insti-
tute a tax-sharing program with State
and local governments
Resolved, That the general assembly of the

state of Rhode Island and Providence Planta-

tions respectfully requests the Congress of
the United States to institute a tax-sharing
program with state and local governments;
and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be

and he hereby is authorized to transmit a

duly certified copy of this resolution to each

senator and representative from Rhode Is-
land in the Congress of the United States
in the hope that they will use every effort
to institute and expedite such a program.
Attest.
AveusT V. LA FRANCE,
Secretary of State.
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TRIBUTE TO A GREAT MAN

HON. ED FOREMAN

OF NEW MEXICO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. FOREMAN, Mr. Speaker, Sarah
McClendon, Washington News corre-
spondent for the El Paso Times and other
leading newspapers, has written a column
about a great American, the late Gen.
Dwight David Eisenhower. I especially
appreciated this review by Sarah Me-
Clendon of the Eisenhower years.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent I include this article from the April
5, 1969, edition of the El Paso Times in
the REcORD:

A WesT TEXAN IN WASHINGTON
(By Sarah MeClendon)

WasHINGTON.—If any man ever could,
Dwight D. Eisenhower probably could have
become dictator of the U.S. The people were
at times that close to adoration of the man.
But he did not seize or use power in that
manner, He was never a dictator at heart.

He wanted to be dolng the right thing for
his country and his government at all times,
so much so, that when a mistake was made,
he just could not understand it. And when
there was any implied criticism, he just blew
his top. It was not that he thought no one
should criticize him. It was just that he was
trying so hard to do his best, he could not
see why others did not acknowledge at all
times that his motives were high.

President Eisenhower actually did not for-
get the grass roots. It was probably this
reason why he gave to the American people
a great gift, a new institution in this coun-
try—the presidential press conference as it
is today. Now the questions and answers of
the President of the U.S., on the record is
probably the most watched show on earth.
Even the poorest minority groups and the
most backward nations are now watching it.
The nation had never had a presidential press
conference llke this before, President Tru-
man for the first time let reporters sit down
in a special room and thus make it possible
for them to write. But once reporters were
slow with their questions, Truman cut off a
press conference Iin six minutes. Tke gave
reporters a full 30 minutes of writing on
their laps and let the conference be televised.

Early in the game, he was advised by some
high-level officials not to accept guestions
from a certain busy-body woman reporter
who might ask sharp questions. She was from
the smaller papers and thus was not impor-
tant anyway. A member of the President's
stafl spoke up and said, “She will always ask
questions from the grass roots and it is im-
portant that a President know what the
grass roots are thinking Ike thought that
was good advice apparently. James Haggerty,
his press secretary, sald “Therefore, we will
always take your questions.” The President
did so.

Other people, however, adored Mr. Eisen-
hower so much that they had no brief for
any persons who might imply criticism of his
administration. Feeling was so high on his
side that most newspapers in the country
were strong for him and many people wanted
to ostracize any one who criticized him. One
woman wanted to drop any member of a
club who raised any question of his actions
publicly.

The President wanted so hard to glve the
best type of reorganization to the military
machine that he was particularly sensitive to
any doubts about his action In that regard.
He felt hurt to the core when someone asked
if he were building a one-man military rule,
Being a perfectionist, he was put out when
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someone suggested a slip in getting coples of
his speeches and messages to the members of
Congress.

But one thing about him, when this was
called to his attention, he Immediately saw
to it that the situation was corrected. Even
today, members of Congress get coples of
messages to read by the time they are pre-
sented to Congress.

President Eisenhower did not seize the op-
portunity which reporters gave him to use
White House leadership to avert trouble be-
tween races in the civil rights field. He was
strong about desegregation of schools at Lit-
tle Rock. But when reporters made sugges-
tions that he later try to avoid schism in the
country by appealing to the cltizens through
ideological or educational methods, he stood
apart.

Ike was a man who was ever trying
not only to do his best, but to do better.
He studied. He made numerous contribu-
tions. He was able to smooth over issues
of division between sections, like on tide-
lands, natural gas rate structure, civil rights
to some extent. He was once asked if he
favored large dams downstream or small dams
upstream where rain fell. At the time this
was a big issue before the country, internally,
but a new one for the less background White
House press corps. A year later, Ike recom=-
mended to the press a book he sald he had
been reading, called “Big Dam Foolishness.”
He had learned.

He understood that reporters were trying
to get news for their papers when they asked
him questions. On two occasions, he demon-
strated this. Once this writer asked him a
question about public works, an urgent mat-
ter at the moment to many communities, and
implied that perhaps too much time was
being taken up with his golf to give to
public works considerations. Feeling deeply
later in the day that this implied he should
not be playlng golf for his health, she sent
him a letter of apology, pointing out she
was glad he played golf for relaxation and
had slipped, in her zeal for getting out
information to readers, on the issue. He re-
plied immediately with a beautiful personal
letter (which this writer keeps In her lock
box at the bank for grandchildren to cherish)
thanking her for the apology and acknowl-
edging he knew of her interest in develop-
ment of waterways resources.

The thing I like best about Ike was the
time he responded so quickly and willingly
to a question about why could not the nation
match up hungry people in Appalachia who
had had nothing but carbohydrates and fats
in their diet, from surplus commodities for
months with a surplus of green vegetables, in
this instance, cabbages which could not be
marketed, in South Texas. The growers were
going to plow them under. The people in
Kentucky needed green in their diet. The
President rose to the occasion at once and
said he would do everything he could. He did,
too, and although several government agen-
cles wrestled with bureaucracy to overcome
barrlers and the rallroads were stopped in
their efforts by their own red tape. Ike's re-
sponsive leadership enabled national volun-
teer organizations to accomplish the mission.

This simple man was truly a leader because
he never forgot simple people.

EAST-CENTRAL EUROPE

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE
OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker. Earlier to-

day my able colleague from Ohio, Con-
gressman WiLriam E, MINsSHALL, led a
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discussion of our policies toward east-
central Europe and recent proposals by
the American Hungarian Federation on
this subject.

The Hungarian revolution of 1956 and
the recent uprisings in Czechoslovakia
attest to the fact that there is uneasi-
ness in that part of the world. Fortu-
nately the forces of nationalism are
again on the rise. In addition, the youth
of these nations are providing a power-
ful impetus for change.

It is impossible to solve all the prob-
lems of east-central Europe. However, an
easing of tensions would serve all parties
concerned. In this regard, an interesting
proposal was recently submitted by the
American Hungarian Federation to the
President and to the Secretary of State.
It proposes a neutralization of Austria,
Yugoslavia, Hungary, Rumania, and
possibly Czechoslovakia.

I hope that this, and similarly con-
structive ideas, of the American Hun-
garian Federation receives serious con-
sideration by our policymakers.

JEWS IN THE SOVIET UNION
HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, the fate
of the Jews in the Soviet Union has been
a serious concern of all peoples in the
free world. Among the tens of millions of
racial and religious minorities in that
polyglot state the lot of some 3 million
Jews has become particularly unenvi-
able. They are deprived of elemental
privileges and freedoms enjoyed by other
non-Russian groups. They are denied
the use of their own language; they are
not allowed to have their own schools
and their own publications devoted to
Hebrew religious matters. They do not
have any of these privileges even in com-
munities where they constitute clear ma-
jorities. Moreover, the Jews in the So-
viet Union suffer other discriminations
and inequities.

The Soviet Government’s attitude to-
ward such injustices against the Jews
is one of indifference and inaction. Peti-
tions on the part of suffering Jews in the
U.S.S.R., and protests on their behalf
from abroad, have not altered the official
Soviet attitude. The governments of the
free world, including the Government
of this great Republic, should make se-
rious attempts to exert pressure on the
men in the Kremlin in the hope of rous-
ing them from their indifference toward
the unenviable lot of the Jews. Under the
existing international situation the least,
if unfortunately the most, the peoples
and governments of the free world can
do is to publicize discriminatory prac-
tices prevalent in the Soviet Union, and
ask the Soviet Government at least to
allow the emigration of Jews to coun-
tries where they would be welcomed as
enterprising and industrious builders of
a better world.

An excellent example of the kind of
publicity I have in mind appeared in the
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New York Times of January 31, 1969.
Headed: “We Appeal for the Jews of
Silence,” it is a full-page advertisment
sponsored by the Academic Committee
on Soviet Jewry and contains an appeal
signed by hundreds of distinguished
academicians, both Jews and non-Jews,
at universities all over the United States.
Because, Mr. Speaker, I believe that this
appeal is worthy of attention of every
Member of this Congress, as well as other
readers of the Recorp, I include it therein
in its entirety:

WE APPEAL FOR THE JEWS OF SILENCE

Soviet Jewry, three million strong, consti-
tutes the last great remnant of the vital,
creative East European community destroyed
by the Nazis, It is the inheritor of no less
noble and illustrious a cultural tradition,
and an even more ancient one, than that
of any other people residing on Soviet terri-
tory—a tradition of learning and idealism, of
cultural vitality and moral grandeur,

And yet, fifty years after the October Revo-
lution, Soviet Jews, alone among the multi-
tude of Soviet nationality groups, remain
deprived of virtually every institutional
opportunity to perpetuate their cultural,
religious and communal life, despite legal
and constitutional guarantees of such rights,
which all other groups in fact enjoy.

Hence, gravely concerned with the current
situation of Soviet Jewry, the undersigned
call upon the Soviet government to demon-
strate its wholehearted adherence to the hu-
manitarian ideals Incorporated in the Soviet
constitution, and:

1. To embark upon a systematic educational
campaign to combat anti-semitism. The re-
surgence of “anti-Zionist,” l.e. antl-Jewish,
propaganda in the wake of the Six-Day War
represents a clear violation of the principles
lald down by Lenin in the early 1920's.

2. To enable Soviet Jews who so desire to
lead culturally fulfilled lives as Jewish So-
viet citizens by restoring to them the neces-
sary educational and publication facilities in
Yiddish and Hebrew, as well as Russian.
There 1s a manifest need not only for printed
works in such fields as Russian Jewish his-
torlography and textbooks, as well as belles
lettres and the arts, but for advanced
scholarly research,

3. To support newspapers and periodicals
of Jewish interest in Yiddish, Hebrew and
Russian.

4. To sponsor professional repertory the-
atres In Moscow and the other great centers
of traditional Jewish culture and popula-
tion.

5. To facilitate the formation of clubs and
centers where Jewish youth and students
may come together for cultural, educational
and soclal purposes.

6. To provide channels comparable to those
assured other Soviet nationalities through
which Soviet Jews may maintain close cul-
tural, intellectual and communal ties with
Jewish communities in other countries.

7. To secure for the large Soviet Jewish
religious community the same kinds of in-
stitutions and prerogatives accorded all
other religions—for contact and communica-
tion among congregations at home and with
religlous bodies abroad, for the education of
rabbis and other religious functionaries, for
the production and distribution of religious
publications and materials.

8. To open the door to the emigration of
those many thousands of Soviet Jews who
wish to be reunited with families lving in
the Unlted States, Israel and elsewhere,
families that were shattered in the ghettoes
and extermination camps of the Nazl era,
and for those who would choose Israel as
their national homeland.

This appeal goes beyond mere institutions,
beyond even the values of language, litera-
ture, culture, religion and history. It goes to
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the very heart of human dignity, to the right
of the Jews to live as Jews.

We hope that our appeal will not go un-
answered.

ACADEMIC COMMITTEE ON SOVIET JEWRY

Harris Schoenberg, Sec.
Nathan Glazer, Chairman.

Sponsors

Danlel Aaron, Smith College.

Danlel Bell, Columbia Unlversity.

Saul Bellow, University of Chieago.

Max Black, Cornell University.

Justus Buchler, Columbia University.

Arthur F. Burns, Stanford University.

Lewls A. Coser, Brandels University.

Herbert S. Dinerstein, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity.

Richard Ellmann, Northwestern University.

Victor Erlich, Yale University.

Herbert Fels, Historian.

Lewis S, Feuer, University of Toronto.

Herman Finer, University of Chicago.

Milton Friedman, University of Chicago.
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Jack Zeller,

NASSAU COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Louls Berenson, Jay Diamond, Morris
Grossman, Elllot Kleinman, Richard Lenter,
Mel Morgenstein, Don Nagourney, Gerald
Pintel, Bernard Sklar, Harriet Strongin,
Adam Wiener.

UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

8. R. Blum, Gerald J, Bole, Pham Chung,
Ralph C. D'Arge, Ronald W. Dolkort, Richard
A. Ellls, Bernard Epstein, Jullan Geristy,
Micha Gisser, David Hamilton, R. Hersh,
Emar Hille, Paul Jonas, Robert W. Eern, Jack
Eolbert, J. Laustman, James V. Lewis, R. C.
Metzler, Alfred T. Parker, Noel Pugach, Clif-
ford Qualls, Guntrer E. Rothenberg, Patricia
Sanborn, Ellen Spolsky, M. Szosz, Bernard
Spolsky, Donald G. Teully, Henry J. Tobias,
Howard Tuttle, Beverly C. White, Robert H,
White, Nathaniel Wollman, Hanna Zacks,
Shelemyahu Zacks.

NEW YORK MEDICAL COLLEGE

Edward J. Brownstein, Myron S. Denhotz,
Marvin G. Drellich, Francine Gelfand, Vilmos
Major, Y. Moadel, Moses Naftalin, Jack L.
Rubins, David D. C. Savlle, Edith T. Shapiro.

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

Sidney H. Aronson, Phyllis Bober, Roger
Even Bone, Burton Budick, Howard L.
Greenberger, Bernard Hallote, Brooke Hindle,
Benjamin J. Eatz, Diana Klebanow, Israel
Enox, Dan H. Laurence, Harold Lazarus, Ed-
ward W. Lehman, Alexander Melamed, Nor-
man Miller, Jonas Prager, Alex Rosen, David
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Rudansky, Leah C. Schoengood, Frederick C.
Schult, Jr., Frieda Shaviro, Dennis H. Wrong.
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT ALBANY

Donald Cohen, Leon Cohen, Martin Edel-
man, Robert Fairbanks, Walter Goldstein,
John Gunnell, James Heaphey, Richard
Ealish, Alvin Magid, Michael Moss, Richard
Nunez, James Rledel, Roy Speckhard, Ronald
Stout.

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT BUFFALO

Nate Back, Ulrich Bauer, Charlotte Catz,
Malmon M. Cohen, R, G. Davidson, R. I
Davidson, Leslie Fielder, Paul Eurtz, Sol Mes-
singer, Albert Somit, Philipp E. Veit, David
Weintraub, Summer J. Yaffee, Marvin Zim-
merman.

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

D. Austin, Martin H. Ballyn, Adi Ben-
Israel, Jochim Beug, Laurie M. Brown, Meyer
Dwass, Arthur J. Freeman, C. R. Goedsche,
Lillian Croag, Erich Heller, Hans E. Holt-
husen, D, Eahn, David J. Klein, Michael S.
Eoppisch, Gilbert E. Krulle, Peter L. Leh-
mann, Marvin B. Lewis, Eben Mathis, Stuart
L. Meyer, Benjamin Mittman, Herman J.
Munczek, Tilde Sankovitch, David Shemin,
Arnold J. F. Silegert, Arthur B. Simon, Meno
H. Spann, Norman B. Spector, Geza Von Mol-
nar, Jacqueline L. Willrich, Art Wouk,

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

Benjamin W, Abramson, Manuel Barkan,
J. D, Brilliant, Robert 8. Brodkey, Arno Cron-
heim, Richard M. Goodman, Eurt Lessy, Leo
E. Lipetz, Louls Nemgzer, Melvin S. Newman,
Samuel Rosen, Jerome Rothstein, Saul M.
Siegel, James Tennenbaum, Marshall C.
Yovits.

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

Joseph M., Allman, John Fred Beebe, Judy
Bertelson, Herbert Blsno, James C. Davies,
Steven Deutsch, David J. Finlay, Joseph R.
Piszman, Stanley B. Greenfield, Thomas
Hovet, Jr., James P. Levine, Hal R. Lorwin,
Guy F. Medler, Willlam C. Mitchell, Willlam
Orbell, Stan Pierson, Stephen C. Reynolds,
James L. Rlce, Charles P. Schleicher, Lester
G. Seligman, Clarence E. Shurber, Barry N.
Siegel, Donald R. Van Houten, John E. Wood-
ham, M. George Zaninovich, Harmon Zeigler.

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

Morton Benson, Daniel Cohen, Herbert S.
Denenley, Aaron J. Gellman, Stephen R.
Goldstein, A. Leo Levin, Louls D, Levine,
Israel Live, Noah Prywes, Joseph R. Rose, Ed-
ward B. Shils, E, T, Siegel, Sheldon A, Stein-
berg, Stephen R. Sylk, Benjamin Wolf,

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Gllbert Aberg, Keith Baker, Oded Bar-Or,
Simar Belasco, Asa J. Berlin, Irwin Bernhart,
Norman Davids, Harris P. Deverle, Samuel S,
Dubin, Irwin Feller, Thomas Feuchtwang,
Norman Freed, Robert S. Friedman, Maxwell
Goldberg, Maxwell H. Goldberg, Norman
Goldberg, Stella R. Goldberg, David Gottlieb,
Richard Gordon, Howard Grotch, Henry L.
Guttenplan, Melvin Gutterman, George
Hasplel, Sablh I. Hayek, Jullan Heicklen,
Emil Kazaz, Edward Eeynes, Michael King,
Phillip Klass, Edward Klevans, Robert J.
Laporte, Lawrence H. Lattman, Stanford
Lembeck, Samuel H. Levine, Claude Lyon,
Martin Marder, William R, Millman, Michael
D. Morris, Richard T. Newcomb, Gerald
Phillips, Ernest Rawitz, David M, Ricel, John
D. Ridge, Theodore Slovin, Daniel Walden,

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH

Abraham I. Braude, Bernard L. Cohen, Jo-
seph W. Eaton, Lawrence M. Epstein, Walter
I. Goldberg, Adolf Grunbaum, Jonathan
Harrils, Lols Jaffe, Allen I. Janis, Lewls Lehr-
man, Irving J. Lowe, Donald Magel, Arden
Melzer, Rodney Pelton, Jerome L, Rosenberg,
Barbara Shore, Edward Sites, Anatole A.
Solow.

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY

Paul Benacerraf, Donald Davidson, R. E.

Grandy, Gilbert H. Harman, Carl G. Hempel,
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Walter Eaufmann, J. M. Notterman, Terry

Penner, George Pitcher, Richard Rorty, Mark

Sagoff, T. M. Scanlon, Jr,, James Ward Smith,

Gregory Vlastos, John Wallace, Ledger Wood.
PURDUE UNIVERSITY

Arthur Aronson, J. P. Aubin, Fritz G.
Cohen, H. Dan. Corbin, Willlam A. Cramer,
Chester E. Eisenger, Leslle A. Field, Harley
Flanders, Solomon Gartenhaus, W. H. Gass,
Sanford M. Goldstein, Edward Golub, Daniel
H. Gottlleb, Jonathan Gressel, David I. Haas,
M. E. Harr, Mark Harris, Samuel Harris, J. F.
Hayes, Allen Hayman, David Hertzig.

Jules Janick, Albert Eahn, A. E. Ealson,
Jerry Eaplan, Barnett Eottler, Martin Light,
Michael E. Lipshutz, M. M. Miller, V. L. New=-
house, Sanford E. Ostroy, Norbert T. Porlle,
Earl Prohofsky, Henrl Rothschild, Joseph
Rubenstein, Marvin M, Schreiber, Stephen
Robb, Jerrold Siegel, Edward Simon, Ralph
C. Simon, Ethel Tessman, J, F. Treves, Ar-
nold Tubis, I. Walterstein, S. Welngram, E. C.
Zachmanoglou.

QUEENSBOROUGH COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Abraham Bertisch, Milton Cohen, Joseph
Levi, Naphtaly Levy, Gerald Meyer, Pedro
Meza, Ronald C. Monticone, Sheila Polishook,
Katherine Stablle, Frank White.

REED COLLEGE (OREGON)

Pearl Atkinson, Willlam W. Bernhardt,
Dean Cora Bamford, David Chaitkin, Mar-
shall W. Cronyn, Roger B. Oake, John OC.
Pock, Victor G. Rosenblum, Laurens N.
Ruben.

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND

Melvin Granatstein, Ira Gross, Jerome R.
Kutliroff, Albert Silverstein, Ephraim P.
Bmith, Arthur Steln, Robert G. Weilsbord,
Norman L. Zucker,

UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER

Wilhelm Braun, Stanley Engerman, Ralph
N. Haber, Richard M. Harris, Joseph H. Le-
vine, Sidney Monas, Nathan Rosen, Stanley
M, Sapon, Arthur H. Stone, Dorothy Stone.

ROOSEVELT UNIVERSITY (CHICAGO)

Robert I. Cohen, Gregory J. Grieco, Janice
Jacobson, Burton S. Kendle, Ben Lebovitz,
Crag Orear, Seymour Patinkin, Elsa G. Rich-
mond, S. W. Specthrie, Morris Springer, Otto
Wirth.

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

Sanford Aranoff, Joseph Badl, Philip W.
Bennett, Norman M. Bronznick, Fred Ein-
steln, Seymour Feldman, Joseph Johnson,
Martin M. Hyman, Mark Eeller, Nathan Kra-
nowski, Robert M. Krauss, Hal G. Lewls, Si-
mon Marcson, Stanley Messer, Seymour Ro-
senberg, Gordon Schochet, Martin Sherman,
Silvan 8. Tomkins, Luba Uveeler, Renee
Weber.

SMITH COLLEGE

Alice Ambrose, Louls Auld, Ron K. Ban-
erjee, David Batchelder, Marie-Rose Carré,
Louis Cohn-Haft, Charles M. Cutler, Bruce
T. Dahlberg, Rosalind De Mille, Herman
Edelberg, Stanley Elkins, Laurence A. Fink,
Theodora Foster, Grace Ganter, Edwin E.
Fehen, Jr., Myron Glazer, Arnold Gussin,
Jefirey Horn, Randall Huntsberry, Seymour
W. Itzkoff, Mervin Jules, Yechiael Lander,
Willtam MacDonald, Howard Nenner, How-
ard I. Parad, Helen W. Randell, Donald L.
Robinson, Peter Rose, Lawrence Rosen, Wil-
liam Shepard, Harold Skulsky, J. Dledrick
Snoek, Milton D. Soffer, Melvin Steinberg,
Richard P. Unsworth, Irvin Wall, Allan Wein-
steln, Harvard Wescott, Jochanan Wignho-
ven, Margaret Yeakel.

STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Robert McAbee Brown, Herman Chernoff,
Brad Efron, P. Herbert Leiderman, Robert
Hofstadter, Arthur Eornberg, Ingram Olkin,
Richard Olshen, Emanuel Parzen, Martin L.
Perl, David O. Slegmund, Herbert Solomon,
George W. Woodworth.
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SUFFOLK COMMUNITY COLLEGE
David Bonfeld, Gregory E. Bush, Dorothea
Echard, George E. Frost, Jr., John Gallagher,
Caroline H. Gould, Ronald J. P. Lesko, Louise
B. Perkal, Murray Polner, Willlam Zukor,

EYRACUSE UNIVERSITY

J. Brezner, Milt Elfant, Morrls Eatz, Eph-
raim Levin, L, Naum, E. Schoenfeld, Michael
Szwarc, Gunter Zwelg.

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

Carl Alper, Victor H. Auerbach, Danile
Berger, Gerald J. Blidsteln, George Blum-
tein, M. Eisen, Paul H. Elovitz, Stephen Fein,
Daniel S. Fleisher, Walter J. Gershenfeld,
Isadore W. Ginsburg, Michael Goldblatt,
Leonard I. Goldman, Marvin W. Grossman,
Emil Grosswald, Haym Jaffe, Alfred Eatz,
Norman EKendall.

Emil P. Liebman, Joseph J. Loewenberg,
Maxwell 8. Luria, Victor Marder, Phyllis
Meisner, Bernard Meth, Eva D. K. Orlow,
Louis Raymon, Bernard J. Ronis, Max Lee
Ronis, Albert Schild, L. Schoenfeld, Stanley
B. Schor, Samuel Seltzer, Sol Sherry, Eugene
Shuster, Murray H. Shusterman, Sidney B.
Simon, Herman Siplet, Adrlan L. Steinberg,
Edward C. Steinberg, Howard C. Wasserman,
Philip P, Wiener.

GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

J. M. Albert, Joseph Aschheim, Gilbert
Ginsberg, Solomon Kullback, Benjamin Nim-
er, Bernard Reich, Howard M. Sachar, George
Steiner, Rafael Supervia.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

Arnold Arons, John D. Bagdade, L. Bler-
man, J. G. Dash, Milton B. Gordon, Neal B.
Groman, Howard KEaminsky, Mark N. McDer-
mott, Eugene Natkin, Robert Puff, Edward
A, Stern.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN (CENTER SYSTEM)

Marion Bowe, Jane Burgess, Dorothy Delle,
Edwin J. Dommisse, John Forde, Alan A,
Grimm, Glenn Jacobs, James Knox Phillips,
Rolf W. Roth, Ralph A. Russell, Donald
Weast, Robert Wright.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN (MADISON)

Edwin A, Azen, Harry C. Coppel, Alan D.
Corré, Patricla Cosgrove, Joseph W. Elder,
Edwin H. Epsteln, Henry C. Finnery, Burton
R. Fisher, Sterling Fishman, Leonard B. Glick,
Herman QGoldstein, Simon Hellerstein, Her-
bert Jacob, Herbert M. Kliebard, Lawrence
W. Landweber, Herbert S. Lewis, Nancy M.
Matthisen, David Mechanic, H. Andrew
Michener, Robert J. Miller, Robert L. Rabin,
Elaine Reuben, John W. Robby, Edward
Rothstein, Irving 8. Saposnick, Charles E.
Bherman, Shalom Schwartz, A. Aaron Snyder,
Seymour Spilerman, Richard L. Venezky,
Grace G. Wahba, Julius R. Welnherg, Victor
Wrigley.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN (MILWAUKEE)

Len Levine, David Litchman, Jakob R.
Loewenberg, Elihu Lubkin, W. E. Percival,
Eric Schenker, David B. Shapiro, Michael
M. Shurman, Raymond Weiss, Jack B. Zeldis.

YALE UNIVERSITY

David C. Duncombe, David Egger, Barry
L. Eichler, Victor Erlich, Jack Farman, Louis
B. Flerman, Dorothea Finkelstein, J. J. Fink-
elstein, Jacob Finkelstein, Joel Lawrence
Fleishman, Tikva Frymer, Grace Goldin, Ju-
dah Goldin, Joseph M. Goldsen, Abraham S.
Goldstein, Richard Greenberg, W. W. Hallo,
John Harte, Richard Israel, Herbert EKauf-
man, Stanley R. Lavietes, Sild Leiman, Her-
bert D. Lewis, Joseph Lowin.

Leonard Marcus, Uri Navon, Ralph Roskies,
Arthur M. Ross, Seymour Sarason, Gaston L.
Schmir, Marc Schwartz, Erich Segal, Bernard
G. Slavin, Samuel Slie, Elizabeth Socolow,
Robert Socolow, Stanley Stern, Thomas O.
Teatherwood, Joseph Tulchin, David L. Wels-
brod, Caroline Whitbeck, Robert J. Wyman,
Leonard Zegans, Israel Zelitch.
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YESHIVA UNIVERSITY

Esther Appelberg, Bernard Beer, Menachem
Brayer, Moshe Carasky, Irving H. Cohen,
Hebert C. Dobrinsky, Joseph Dunner, Morris
N. Eagle, M., H. Finer, Beatrice Fleisher, David
Fleisher, Danlel Gasman, Nathan Goldberg,
Allan C. Goldstein, Sam Goldstein, Solomon
H. Green, Irving Greenberg, Joseph Green-
blum, Hyman B. Grinstein, Jos. Jausner.

Mayer Herskovics, Sidney B. Hoenlg, Saul
Hofsteln, Arthur Hyman, Shelly P. Eoenigs-
berg, Pauline Kra, Seymour Lainoff, H. Leaf,
Ell M. Levine, Boris M. Levinson, Joseph Lev=
inson, Edward Levy, Justin Lewls, Charles 5.
Liebman, Norman Linzer, S. Menkowis, Macy
Nulman, Emanuel Rackman, Murray Ralm,
Esther Reich, Rae Rosenberg, Joseph Safran,
Lloyd Seplels, Alvin I. Schiff, Sherman Siff,
Dorothy Slevers, Morris Silverman, Ernest
Simon, Solomon Simonson, Marshall Sklare,
Leon D. Stitskin, Abraham Tauber, Norman
B. Tokayer, David Vitrogen, Bluma B. Wel-
ner, Walter J. Wurzburger, Danie] Ziff, Eric
Zimmer.

ADDITIONAL SIGNATURES

Jaime Alazraki, California at San Diego.

Harvey Babkoff, Biometrics Research.

Perry B. Bach, Cincinnati,

Jack Behar, California at San Diego.

Allan J. Berman, Queens.

Sidney Bernstein, Quinnipiac (Conn.)

E. Birnbaum, Toronto.

Irwin R. Blacker, Southern California.

Abraham Blum, Sclentist.

Robert Boguslaw, Washington (St. Louis).

Yvonne Broadcorens, Simmons (Boston).

Eugene A. Counihan, Sclentist.

Dennis Cutler, Scientist.

Herbert S. Dinerstein, Johns Hopkins,

Donald L. Edelstein, Cincinnati.

Emil L. Fackenheim, Toronto.

Rudolph Federman, Sclentist.

Joseph A. Feldman, Duquesne.

Philip Feldmesser, Fairlelgh Dickinson.

Robert A. Feldmessger, Dartmouth.

Henry Fenichel, Cincinnati.

Joshua A, Fishman, Hawall.

Donald K. Frank, C. W. Post (L.I.U.)

Kathryn B. Feuer, Toronto.

Lewis S. Feuer, Toronto.

Melvyn P. Galln, Northeastern.

Lydia Gasman, Vassar.

Walter J. Gensler, Boston.

Borls Gertz, Lesley.

Martin Godofsky, Scientist,

Marshall I. Goldman, Wellesley.

Sheldon Goodman, Massachusetts.

David Gordon, Southeastern Mass. Tech.
Inst.

Gershon Greenberg, Dartmouth.

Ann B. Grieco, Educator.

Michael Grossman, Amer. Ass'n. of Univ.
Profs.

Irving Halperin, San Francisco State Col-

ge.
Robert L. Hambkin, Washington (St.
Louis).
Theodore E. Harris, Southern California.
Ron Helferman, Quinniplac (Conn.)
Edward Herman, Cincinnati.
Robert Hexter, Carnegie-Mellon.
Irving Louls Horowitz, Washington (St
Louls).
Andrew I. Eaplan, Scientist.
Jullan Eaplow, Monroe Community (Roch-
ester).
Helen Eassoff, Educator.
Sam Katz, West Virginia Medical.
Robert Eingson, Foothill College (Los
Angeles).
Roy L. Kisliuk, Tufts.
Sheila Klass, Manhattan Community,
Allan Eornberg, Duke.
Sanford A. Lakoff, Toronto.
Joseph C. Landis, Queens.
Berel Lang, Colorado.
Norma Lang, Quinniplac (Conn.).
Robert W. Langbaum, Virginia.
Irvin Larner, Washington (8t. Louls).
Bernard Lazerwitz, Missouri.

le
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Allan M. Lefer, Virginia.

Sara Lehrman, Chanton College (Pa.).

Harvey R. Levine, Quinnipiac (Conn.).

Joseph H. Levine, Rochester.

Mortimer Levine, West Virginia.

Lawrence M. Lewin, Georgetown.

Bidney Lieberman, Colorado.

Martin 8. Lindauer, S.UN.Y. at Brockport.

John Luna, C. W, Post (L.1.U0.).

Zella Luria, Tufts.

Hershel Markovitz, Carnegie-Mellon.

Arthur F. Menton, Polytechnic Institute,
B'klyn.

Michael A. Meyer, Hebréew Union.

Willlam R. Meyer, Dartmouth.

Hyman P. Minsky, Washington (8t. Louis).

Howard Needler, Colorado.

Marc M. Nezer, Northeastern.

Roy Harvey Pearce, California at San Diego.

Philip Plant, Manhattan Community.

Richard H. Popkin, California at San Diego.

Daniel D. Raylesberg, Fairleigh Dickinson.

Harold Resnick, West Virginia Medical.

H. Alan Robinson, Hofstra.

David C. Ronsenfried, Quinnipiac (Conn.).

Robert Rosensteln, Dartmouth.

Ronald I. Rubin, Manhattan Community.

Michael D. Schmidman, Manhattan Com-
munity.

Bernard E. Segal, Dartmouth.

Harvey Senter, Falrlelgh Dickinson.

Jack Silberg, Lockhaven State College

Pa.).

: Ggrdon I. 8ilverman, Dartmouth.

Sidney M. Stabl, Missouri.

Isidore Starr, Queens.

Joseph Bungolowsky, Queens.

Louis Tenenbaum, Colorado.

Philip R. Tromer, Women's Medlcal College
(Phila.).

Carol Bhaffer Twersky, Manhattan Com-
munity.

Robert C. Vernon, 8immons (Boston).

Chaim I. Waxman, Central Conn. State.

David B. Weisberg, College of Jewish
Studies (Chicago).

David Weinstein, 8. Alexander Welinstock
Manhattanville Hebrew Union.

Martin Wierschin, California at San Diego.

Mary Glenn Wiley, Washington (St. Louls).

William 8. Wilson, Queens.

Naomi Woronov, Manhattan Community.

Edith Wyschogrod, Queens.

Join our appeal

As a faculty member I support your appeal
for the Jews of Sillence and wish to add my

Academic Committee on Soviet Jewry, 315
Lexington Ave., N.Y.C. 10016, 689-T7400.
(This ad was pald for by the signatories.)

A MAN WHO BELIEVED IN AMERICA

HON. ALBERT W. WATSON

OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, in a very
stirring tribute to the late Dwight D.
Eisenhower, Mr. Thurman Sensing, of
the Southern States Industrial Counecil,
has written an article which should be
read by all Americans., For that reason,
I commend it to the attention of the
Congress and the Nation as follows:

A MaNn WHO BELIEVED IN AMERICA

For milllons of Americans the passing of
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 34th President of the
United States and commander of the allled
armies in Europe, provided a solemn occa-
slon for recalling the vital qualities of
leadership in this Republic.

Gen. Eisenhower was a product of the
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American experience and embodied patriotic
virtues which are essential to this country
if it s to endure. At a time when there is
disorder in the land and not Inconsliderable
disloyalty to its values, as evidenced among
the militants of the New Left, it is timely
to bear in mind what is basic to greatness
and to the survival of the American system.

Nowadays, militants angrily denounce
“The System,” and call for its overthrow or
radical alteration. The militants have their
camp followers in politics who try to sell the
idea that the United States is riddled with
imperfections and in need of radical recon-
struction, Some officeholders, sad to say, be-
Heve that it is smart to adopt the New Left's
slogans about this being a land of hunger
and hardship.

Dwight Eisenhower was a product of the
American System, and his success in life
demonstrates how effective and worthwhile
that system is. He was born into a family of
modest means. His father was a worker in a
creamery in Abilene. Today, “liberals” no
doubt would describe his family as “deprived”
or ‘disadvantaged.” But the Eisenhower
family didn’t see itself that way. Members
of the family worked hard; they had faith in
America. Not only the future President but
his brothers did well in careers, achieving
substantial success. The story of the Eisen-
hower family is the story of countless other
American families of modest means who be-
leved In the virtues of work, thrift, and
loyalty to God and country.

The man who later in life was to com-
mand the largest force of free men ever
committed to battle was a man brought up
to belleve in self-reliance. He didn’t have the
comforts and pleasures of other young men
from more affluent circumstances, but he
didn't complain. He relied on his own abili-
tles and energies. He didn't expect an OEO
or any other agency to provide him with in-
stant prosperity.

For the young Eisenhower, service to coun-
try was a wonderful opportunity, not some-
thing to be avolded by taking refuge in
graduate school. Throughout his life, he ad-
hered to West Point's injunction to follow
the path of duty, honor and ecourage. These
concepts are a million light years away from
what the New Left intelligentsia teaches
today. Instead of stressing duty, the “liberal”
intellectuals urge young men to avoid na-
tional service. Honor is scorned by the Left
intelligentsia as an outmoded concept. In-
stead, they urge the young to seek peace at
any price, to believe that it's better to be
“Red than dead.” Finally, courage in defense
of one's country is dismissed by radicals as
a shopworn concept. They speak of the virtue
of anarchy.

In the eight years that Dwight D. Eisen-
hower was President, he displayed none of
the arrogance of power characteristic of
some of his predecessors and successors.
Though his administration disappointed
some conservatives who hoped for a thorough
house-cleaning of entrenched radical ele-
ments in the federal government, President
Eisenhower was not afraid to show his be-
lief in free enterprise. He brought business-
men into the Cabinet. As a result, America’s
affluence gained greatly in the 1950's. Home
ownership grew enormously during the Ei-
senhower years. American soclety was
strengthened and stabilized.

Like other outstanding men, Gen. Eisen-
hower made mistakes In his appointments
and his policies, but he acknowledged mis-
takes. He was extremely reluctant to give
moral approval to court-ordered experiments
with public education. It has been written
that he felt he erred greatly in using troops
at Little Rock in 1956.

In the main, however, Gen. Eisenhower was
in the central current of American think-
ing. He understood the strength of the
American “system,’” and upheld it as a model
of opportunity and enlightenment. He had
no use for the strldent doctrines of soclal
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revolution. He rejected the demagoguery and
truth-twisting that is involved in describing
America as a land of hunger and poverty.
His confidence in the United States and its
essential goodness and greatness should be
remembered for years to come.

DAVID J. STEINBERG DISCUSSES
FOREIGN TRADE POLICY

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, David J.
Steinberg, secretary and chief econo-
mist of the Committee for a National
Trade Policy, has written an excellent
paper entitled “Our Foreign-Trade
Policy Is Bankrupt” which urges a com-
mitment to free trade that advances
beyond mere rhetoric. I commend this
paper to my colleagues and insert it in
the RECORD:

OuR FOREIGN-TRADE Poricy Is BANKRUPT
(By David J. Steinberg)

There is a serious infirmity In our na-
tional trade policy. It demands careful at-
tention and an honest diagnosis. Consider
the symptoms:

The government knows the general, long-
range direction the country must go in an
important area of economic policy—we have
been going in that direction for 314 decades.
However—

It has not figured out a coherent way of
proceeding steadily and confildently toward
its ultimate objective in this field;

It is not even ready to articulate clearly
and resolutely what the objective iz and
how quickly it should be sought;

It decides to take a breather (for a year
or two or maybe more) to assess its past
achievements and the policy terrain ahead,
hoping to make some progress in alleviating
problems here and there (obviously a patch-
work approach) ;

It shows little If any appreciation of the
importance of a definitive U.S. policy in this
area to sound decision-making by business,
labor, and government; and it appears un-
aware, or at least not too much concerned,
that the loss of policy momentum will give
heart and opportunity to interests that have
opposed past policy in this fleld and seem
bent on going back to what we thought and
hoped were points of no return.

This seems to be a case of policy bank-
ruptey. And this seems to be where we are
in our foreign-trade policy.

It seems strange, almost unbelievable, to
say s0. The United States for over three
decades has advocated and done much to
achieve freer world trade—negotiating with
other countries the reduction of tariffs and
other obstructions to the movement of goods
across national borders. In June 1967, after
four years of negotiations and a succession
of agonizing crunches, it successfully con-
cluded a highly publicized trade agreement
(the Eennedy Round) with 52 other govern-
ments, It called this agreement “the most
comprehensive assault on barriers to inter-
national trade that has ever taken place.”

But where did we go from there? Where
should we have gone from there?

The Trade Expansion Act of 1962, perhaps
the greatest legislative achievement of the
Kennedy Administration, had expired only
days after President Johnson signed the
epochal trade agreement which this legisla-
tion had made possible. Without an exten-
slon of the Act, the President lacked mean-
ingful negotiating authority to make tariff
adjustments which from time to time be-
come necessary. New legislation was also
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needed to ease the apparently too rigid cri-
teria in the 1962 statute for justifying “ad-
Justment assistance” to firms and workers
claiming injury from import competition.
Our ability to follow the path of genuinely
freer world trade would be greatly affected
by whether or not this adjustment assist-
ance program could be made workable. Leg-
islation was also needed to implement cer-
taln Kennedy Round concessions the United
States had made without Congressional au-
thority. In addition, there was the question
of what to do about the host of trade bar-
riers the Kennedy Round did not touch,
many of which could seriously offset the
liberalizing concessions on which agreement
had been reached. And beyond all this was
the need for the United States to continue to
play its unique role in pointing the way to
new horizons of world trade expansion, an
objective demanding sustained attention for
a host of economic and foreign-policy rea-
sons. In a word, all this added up to the
need for momentum.

To repeated warnings that if we lost mo-
mentum we would also lose ground, the Ad-
ministration made repeated genufiections to
“freer trade”, which it correctly regarded as
essential to our highest priority goals at
home and abroad. As to when and how major
new efforts to liberalize world trade would be
made, at what pace, and with what attempts
to secure indispensable Congressional co-
operation, it said only that we need a breath-
ing spell, time to digest the results of the
Kennedy Round, study our international
trade position, and assess new alternatives,
before embarking on new initiatives along
this rocky road. The subject would be ex-
plored with American industry, agriculture,
and labor, with members of Congress, and
with foreign governments.

A formal study would first be prepared by
the Executive agencles following extensive
public hearings and close consultation with
an advisory committee broadly representa-
tive of American industry, agriculture, and
labor. Then would come discussions with
Congress and forelgn governments, to be fol-
lowed supposedly by a bill delegating nego-
tiating authority to the President to take
the next major step in international trade
policy.

While this study was under way, President
Johnson sent a Trade Expansion Act exten-
sion bill to Congress. The bill’'s main provi-
slons consisted of (a) extending for two
years the unused portion of the negotiating
authority enacted in 1962, thus providing
the “housekeeping” authority needed for oc-
casional tariff adjustments that might be-
come necessary, (b) implementing the con-
cession the Administration had made in the
Kennedy Round without specific Congres-
glonal authorization, and (c) easing the in-
jury test for adjustment assistance. In addi-
tion to these concrete objectives, there were
two important dimensions of our overall
trade-policy posture that would be affected
significantly by the fate of this bill: the gen-
eral credibility of U.S. commitments in in-
ternational trade negotiations, and the dura-
bility of America’s avowed interest in seek-
ing genulnely freer world trade. Once more
that ubiquitous question of “image.”

Hearings were held last summer on this
bill and on future U.S. trade policy in gen-
eral, but only in the House of Representa-
tives. Since no action was taken by the House
Ways and Means Committee, the bill died In
the House; and since the House must consti-
tutionally be the originator of such meas-
ures in Congress, there was no opportunity
for action by the Senate, which had little
interest in the proposal anyway. The major
hang-up was the very controversial request
for Congressional implementation of the
major concession the U.S. negotiators had
made on benzenoid chemicals. A more politi-
cally astute handling of this issue in the
presentation to Congress might have moved
the bill further toward enactment.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

At any rate, the bill is now no bill at all
slnce the 90th Congress has expired. The
Johnson Administration should have sent it
up again as soon as the 91st Congress con-
vened. But for some reason this was not
done. Whether and how the Nixon Adminis-
tration will attempt to achieve these legis-
lative objectives will be the first major test
of President Nixon's intentions in this policy
area. Whatever he decides to do regarding
these issues, there is still the crucial and
highly controversial guestion of long-range
trade policy. The extent to which we have
clear and dependable plans for the long
term—and the nature of these plans—will
affect substantially the effectiveness of what-
ever ad hoc maneuvering the new Adminis-
tration may attempt in the next year or two
with respect to this or that trade barrier. It
will also affect materially the Administra-
tlon's effectiveness in dealing with a host of
other policy goals from fighting inflation to
fostering international cooperation, Without
a free-trade strategy, raising the sights of
the major trading nations to the highest
objectives, our efforts to cope with the nitty
gritty of particularly troublesome trade bar-
riers, possibly with a few exceptions, will
founder in fruitless bickering. And efforts to
cope with the other policy issues that may
now seem to far outrank trade policy in
priority will lack the steam they need for
the kind of success that is already nothing
short of urgent.

Despite the many policy imperatives that
underscore the need for immediate action
with respect to long-range trade policy, and
despite also the considerable understanding
and expertness the Government already has
in this policy area, long-range strategy will
apparently have to wait the outcome of a
new study of the whole issue by the Nixon
Administration, to be followed by explora-
tory talks with Congressional leaders at home
and foreign governments abroad. The Admin-
istration’s vision and vigor in this policy area
will set the sights and the tone of these polit-
ical consultations. The course it will follow is
very much in doubt.

The Johnson Administration’s appraisal
of future trade-policy needs was completed
in January 1969. The report assesses a wide
array of U.S. trade probelms and emphasizes
the need to cope with them as quickly as
possible. “Freer trade" is the theme and the
goal, as it has been in all trade-policy stud-
ies sponsored by the Executive Branch for
the past three decades. However, a clear,
definitive, comprehensive initiative is not
advocated, one that can deal adequately with
the multitude of trade issues confronting
the United States and the world economy.
In any event, the Nixon Administration is
not likely to accept this lame-duck report as
a basis for its own planning in this field, just
as the Elsenhower Administration shelved
the so-called Bell Report on trade policy pre-
pared In the closing months of the Truman
Administration and undertook its own study
via the Randall Commission (its chairman
was Clarence Randall, retired steel executive
and Eisenhower's special assistant for inter-
national economic affairs). The new Admin-
istration may be expected to do something
not very different.

President Nixon may think he has enough
prbolems on his hands at home and abroad
without proposing a major new trade-policy
initiative, Trade policy is always very con-
troversial. He will probably reason that to
propose a new major step toward freer trade
would compound his already monumental
problems in other policy areas. Trade policy
could certainly not be neglected. Nor would
it be. Since we have much to complain about
in the barriers other countries impose against
U.S. exports and in the subsidization of
foreign exports to the U.S. market, the Ad-
ministration could make a show of concern
with trade policy by concentrating on these
issues. It could be expected to cloak this
activity in the garb of U.S. Insistence on
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something called “fair competition.” “Get-
ting tough” with foreign governments, and
doing some patchwork negotiating on this or
that trade barrier, will probably be the em-
phasis of Nixon’s trade policy at least for the
first two years of his Administration, a pe-
riod in which his own “Randall Commission™
study might be prepared on what to do next.
It might be just the kind of approach he
thinks he needs to establish himself as a
supporter of “freer trade” and at the same
time cultivate the support of legislators, busi-
ness executives, and union leaders who not
only oppose new freer-trade Initiatives but
are advocating import controls. He is sup-
posed to be a political pragmatist, and all
this sounds quite pragmatic—politically, that
is. What it could do to our other policy goals,
and to the President’'s political stake in fur-
thering them, is something else.

Freer-trade momentum was !ost in the
last two years of the Johnson Administration.
The Administration wasn't even ready with
a contingency plan if the always teetering
Eennedy Round failed. The Nixon Admin-
istration seems at least equally unprepared
to cope with the trade issues it found upon
assuming office and that will grow more seri-
ous unless tackled vigorously and quickly.
The Republican Party platform on this sub-
ject provides poor guidance. It would move
the nation backward not forward, advocating
import controls in the interest of something
called “fair competition.”

Studies and discussions are certainly vital
ingredients of sound policy-making. Insist-
ence that other governments carry out their
commitments and stick to the international
rules of the road in their commercial policies
is essential. But these steps do not add up to
& meaningful policy, even when punctuated
by ad hoc negotiations on one or another
trade barrier, and all to the accompaniment
of plous declarations about abstract national
goals and intentions, Such declarations may
be expected in abundance from the White
House and the various Executive agencies,
just as much in the future as in the past.
But the substance and intent of U.S. trade
policy will be very much in doubt.

To be worthy of the name, trade policy
must be more than posture, much more. It
should have motion, dynamism, and deter-
mination, reflecting confidence in the merits
of the end that is sought and the means of
achieving it. It should involve domestic as
well as foreign economic policy. It should de~
fine the national interest, not only in terms
of the needs of the natlon as a whole, but
also In terms of the welfare of each State
and the contribution each can make to maxi-
mizing the collective benefits for all fifty.
To gain the indispensable cooperation of
Congress, the Administration must show by
deed as well as intent that it cares about the
local economic problems that inspire protec-
tionist opposition to freer foreign access to
the U.S. market. It must show a sincere in-
terest in seeking the cooperation of legis-
lators, governors, and mayors, as well as
business and labor, in the search for con-
structive, enduring solutions to problems
that may be caused or seriously aggravated by
rising imports.

Until the Executive Branch articulates
trade policy in these terms, freer trade on a
sustained, consistent basis—and this means
seeking the ultimate dismantling of all bar-
riers to legitimate international commerce
by the economically advanced countries—
will be an idle dream.

Such a trade policy in the national interest
not only does not now exist. It is not on the
drawing board, and probably will not be at-
tempted until a crisis situation impels us to
raise our sights to this level, much as the
freer-trade policy of the past 31; decades was
created in the crucible of one world crisis
(the economic depression of the early 1930's)
and strengthened in the crucible of another
(the postwar reconstruction crisis of the late
1940’s) . The void will be costly to the nation
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and hence politically costly to the Adminis-
tration presiding over the resulting national
slippage In economic strength, political cred-
ibility, and policy leverage.

Without sustained progress toward freer
trade, and consistant domestic economic
policies effectively facilitating adjustment to
rising forelgn competition and to the many
other challenges of change, protectionism
(meaning pressures for one form or another
of import control) will rise at home and
abroad, leading to antagonisms bearing many
of the earmarks of trade warfare. While the
U.S. economy digests the Kennedy Round
and the Government decides what to do next,
this highly touted Geneva pact may get tat-
tered and torn by trade restrictions sought
by many businessmen and labor unions in
most if not all the countries that negotiated
the agreement. By the time the United States
recognizes the need for a new comprehensive
initiative in trade liberalization and a new
request for Congressional authority to nego-
tiate it, trade barriers and popular senti-
ment behind such restrictions—in the United
States and abroad—may have Increased to
the extent of opening a huge gap in the
credibility of U.S. trade pollcy declarations,
and a huge moat for the next round of trade
negotiations to cross.

A trade policy of walt-and-see—a breath-
ing spell, or call it a state of suspended
animation—Iis tantamount to a vacuum.
Protectionist pressures may be natural, but,
unlike nature, protectionists do not abhor
a vacuum. They adore a vacuum, the better
to deploy their formidable forces and direct
thelr political firepower against the intro-
spective and Indecislve phalanxes of the so-
called “free traders.” The protectionists have
been doing their homework, not on economic
adjustment and the imperatives of the na-
tlonal interest, but on the rudiments of
American politics. They have been pumping
up the pressure on their representatives in
Congress, demanding support and getting it
for bills to restrict imports and for demands
on the Presldent to pget forelgn govern-
ments “voluntarily” to reduce their exports
to us. Any success they can achieve in these
demands—even a little success would be as
incapable of extension to a wider range of
products as beilng a little bit pregnant—
would tarnish the rellability of U.S. trade-
policy declarations and damage our leverage
at every international conference table. Our
economic objectives at home and abroad—
including the need to control Inflation,
stimulate competition, expand exports, and
strengthen world confidence in the dollar—
would be impaired.

In this field as in many others, you either
move ahead or you fall back. “It takes all the
running you can do to keep in the same
place,” the Queen sald to Alice, “If you want
to get somewhere else, you must run at least
twice as fast.” At this stage in the develop-
ment of America’s substantial stake (eco-
nomic, diplomatic, and security) in expand-
ing world trade, we cannot afford to sit back
to contemplate our policy achievements and
objectives. As Oliver Wendell Holmes wrote
over 100 years ago:

“I find the great thing in this world is not
80 much where we stand,

As in what direction we are moving . . .

We must sail sometimes with the wind
and sometimes against it,

But we must sail, and not drift, nor lle at
anchor.”

At this late date, we ought to know where
we want to go and how best to get there. If
momentum is lost, uncertainty grows at
home and abroad about the purposefulness
and pace of U.S. trade policy and, in turn,
about the wisdom and dependability of our
other policies.

Protestations about being for “freer trade"
will not do any longer, The term has increas-
ingly lost meaning. Thirty-four years ago
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when Cordell Hull launched his imaginative
trade agreements program ‘“freer trade"
marked a new departure in U.8. trade policy.
Great strides have been made under this
banner since World War II. Today, however,
it has become an abstractlon subject to a
wide range of interpretations, some of them
180 degrees apart. There is probably not a
member of the 91st Congress who will not
identify himself with it—naturally his own
definition. He will have no difficulty recon-
ciling “freer trade” with his special pleas for
restricting imports that some of his constit-
uents may be complaining about.

The Executive Branch itself has not been
without blemishes in its pledge to *freer
trade.” It has ylelded too many times to pres-
sure for trade restrictions of one kind or an-
other, regarding these, sometimes pridefully,
as tactical political ploys, expedient compro-
mises to keep the ship of state on the gen-
eral, long-term course of trade liberalization.
Abhorring legislated Import quotas, it has
at times urged foreign countries to “volun-
tarlly” restrict their exports to our market
as a device to neutralize domestic pressures
for import-quota legislation. The Eisenhower
Administration successfully urged the Jap-
anese to restrict shipments of cotton textlles
to the United States. The Eennedy Adminis-
tration negotiated a multilateral interna-
tional agreement on cotton textiles. The
Johnson Administration persuaded foreign
suppliers to restrict shipments of meat and
steel to the U.B. market, and negotiated a
three-year extension of the cotton-textiles
arrangement. The Nixon Administration is
seeking a similar agreement on other textiles,
something its predecessors could not achieve,
Whatever the domestic political success of
these tactics in the short run (in terms of
temporarily holding off pressures for lmport
quotas), their longer-run implicatlons are
harmful. The Administration that follows
this route (a) seems in effect to agree that
the industry demanding such controls needs
government help, even without an objective
government finding justifying such assist-
ance, (b) may too often find itself in the trap
of political inability to phase out such re-
strictlve arrangements and reject domestic
pressures for new ones, and (c) shows itself
before the world to be unable to stick to the
trade-policy principles it extols so eloguent-
1y as standards for other countries to follow.
More than that, it has no control over the
price policies of U.S. companies that benefit
from such protection against foreign compe-
tition.

Backing and filllng may in some cases be
necessary on the always choppy waters of
trade relations with the rest of the world.
But these tactics always involve a cost, and
usually a net loss, to our overall national
goals. This is so, particularly when import
controls (direct or indirect) are not (and
they never are) the short-term measures
they should be—measures to buy time for a
balanced package of adjustment remedies to
deal constructively with the causes of the
problem. Major examples of how trade re-
strictlons persist without end are those on
petroleum, cotton textiles, and agricultural
products,

This is not to say that America's con-
tinuing advocacy of freer world trade is
Just rhetoric. There is some noticeable and
useful motion. We are urging other gov-
ernments to abstaln from additional import
barriers and from unfair methods of ex-
port promotion. We are interested in tack-
ling the whole sticky problem of non-tariff
barriers, which loom larger as tariffs are
reduced. We are exploring ways of glving
the less-developed countries freer access to
the markets of the industrialized countries,
hence a better opportunity to earn thelir
own way In the world, less dependent on
outside financial aid. But the Johnson Ad-
ministration did not design a comprehen-
sive, coherent way to relate these and the
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other dimensions of our trade policy goals,
nor the kind of international negotiation
in which these issues might most effectively
be resolved. The Nizon Administration
seems unready to do any better.

The reason for this lack of preparedness
is refusal, for philosophical and political
reasons, to urge free trade as the trade-
policy goal of the economically advanced
countries, and a new and early initiative to
achieve it. The United BStates shles away
from such a policy, even though it is essen-
tial to significant progress in our efforts
(1) to expand world trade, (ii) to help the
developing countries, (1il) to stimulate Eu-
ropean unity on terms mot harmful to our
need for expanding access to these mar-
kets, (iv) to combat inflation, (v) to
strengthen our international payments po-
sitlon, and (vl) to encourage our free en-
terprise system to go all out to innovate,
generate Jobs, and increase our overall pro-
ductivity and rate of economic growth.

A free-trade arrangement would have to
be more than a timetable for dismantling
trade barriers, It would have to be a char-
ter. Codes of falr international competition
would be necessary to defend against preda-
tory dumping and other unfair business
practices, and to prohibit or at least limit
government policies that give locally pro-
duced goods an unfair advantage over for-
elgn competition at home and in foreign
markets. The timetable would involve dif-
ferent phasing for countries on significantly
different rungs on the ladder of economiec
development—generally more rapld for the
United States than for, say, Australia, Trade
barriers would be removed more rapidly
for some products than others—more rapid-
ly for items like machinery and chemicals
and least rapldly for items like textiles and
certain agricultural products. The “develop-
ing countries” would be allowed to benefit
indiscriminately from the removal of trade
barriers by the “free trade” contracting par-
tles without having to provide equivalent
reciprocity. They should, however, be asked
to make broad, even if unenforceable, poli-
cy commitments regarding the gradual low-
ering of their own trade barriers.

There is no better, more effective way to
get rid of the heavy thicket of nontariff
barriers (NTB's)—those we know of and
those that may sprout unless an effective
antl-NTB toxin is applied—than to negotiate
their removal through a free-trade commit-
ment with the Free World's other indus-
trialized countries. There is no better way
to negotiate on some or all of these trade
restrictions than to deal with all tariff and
nontarif barriers in a single negotiation.
There is no better way to make certain the
achlevement of full reciprocity for all the
participating countries, Such a negotiating
objective adds up to free trade. Why not
recognize it? Why not “say it llke it is?"

However, the United States shows a readi-
ness and a capability to do little more about
the NTB thicket in the next few years than
identify the various species and tackle them
in patch-quilt fashion. And with what au-
thority to commit the United States? None
where any change in U.S. statutory law s
concerned. Nor, in general, is it feasible po-
litically or sound conceptually to request
negotiating authority from Congress regard-
ing specific nontariffi barriers. (What about
the others?, Congress might and ought to ask,
and don't our negotiators need flexibility to
maneuver effectively in this NTB thicket?)
Without delegated authority from Congress,
the Administration (in cases where U.S.
statutory law is involved) would have to ask
Congress to pass speclal legislation imple-
menting the U.S. commitments agreed to.
Uncertainty as to how Congress would re-
spond to such requests would seriously Im-
pair the negotiations themselves.

Some experts in this field propose a “sense
of Congress” resolution urging U.S. inltiative
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in negotiating the diminution or removal of
nontariff barriers. Aside from the possible
protectionist qualifications Congress might
append to such a resolution, it is certain that
the Administration would use the resolution
as the basis for negotiating agreements on
nontariffi barriers, then confront Congress
with baits accomplis and requests for their
implementation, Congressional resistance
would be attacked as damaging to the U.S.
image and future negotiating leverage. The
“sense of Congress” resolution would turn
out to be a kind of Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion in the fleld of trade policy.

might ex post facto authorize U.S. partici-
pation in one or two such agreements, but it
is likely to balk at automatically approving
more of these patch-quilt pacts, Sooner or
later we shall have to insist upon a more co-
herent approach to trade-barrier negotia-
tions, one that ensures full reciprocity across
the board of all tariff and nontariff restric-
tions. The patch-quilt approach ensures ade-
quate reciprocity in neither the individual
agreements negotiated nor those to be con-
cluded in the future. It involves the risk of
being left with Insufficlent leverage for fu-
ture negotiations.

A comprehensive negotiation embraecing all
trade barriers is by far the most productive
alternative, and free trade is the only mean-
ingful objective of such a negotiation—par-
ticularly since the only way to deal with most
nontariff barrlers is to negotiate their com-
plete removal (for the others, standards to
govern their administration), and the loglc
of tariff cutting surely leads to zero duties.

If the Administration showed it was ready
for an early and determined effort to nego-
tiate such a free-trade charter, it conceivably
could get support from quarters now either
neutral or urging import restrictions. It
might get the support (at least neutralize
the opposition) of many of the industries
that opposed the recent trade negotiations
because of the tarlff disparities and the host
of NTB's that would remain. Many of these
industries have since been urging Congress to
legislate import controls. It might get the
support of organized labor if there were a
credible adjustment-assistance backstop to
the free-trade initiative, and if the free-trade
arrangement included an international code
of objectives on labor standards. Indeed, the
best chance for negotiating codes on labor
standards, business practices, government
procurement policles and other controversial
aspects of contemporary international eco-
nomic life is a free-trade charter that makes
all these other agreements not just desirable
as adjuncts of free trade but indispensable
to making free trade a meaningful, practical

oal.

. There is no better, more effective way to
open up and expand stable world markets for
the whole range of goods the less-developed
countries (LDC’s) can produce than for the
economically advanced countries to move to
completely free trade. But the chief and only
new proposal on the U.S. agenda to improve
the trade position of the LDC's is a declared
readiness to explore preferential tariff treat-
ment for the goods of developing countries.
This is not all that it seems, for there is no
determination to phase out existing quota
restrictions on textiles and other shipments
from these areas and to avold new restraints
of this kind. Nor is it clear how this trade
policy toward the LDC's meshes with our
trade-policy goals vis-a-vis the rest of the
world. Or how a proposal to grant preferential
treatment to imports from the world’s lowest-
wage countries can be made politically pal-
atable in Congress when there are no major
plans for achieving freer access to the
higher-wage, economically advanced coun-
tries, the best foreign markets for the goods
in which we excel, produced on the whole by
our highest-paid workers. Nor is any reference
made to the policy commitments on trade
and development we should seek from the
LDC's.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

When our Government says it will consider
tarlff preferences for the economically back-
ward nations—a rather recent departure from
previously firm resistance to such an idea—
it is only resorting to a gimmick which the
less-developed countries have been urging on
us with mounting vigor. In the absence of
dependable determination to really open our
market to the goods of countries at all levels
of economic development, we have no other
alternative to saying "“no"” and thus risking
serious damage to our overall policy objec-
tives in the world's southern hemisphere.
Yet we are running this very risk in our
current trade-policy offerings to the develop-
ing countries. At best, we are unwittingly
fooling them and fooling ourselves, too.

There is no better, more effective way to
stimulate the American free-enterprise sys-
tem to go the limit in enterprise and innova-
tion than to set free trade by the industrial-
ized countries as a definitive goal of U.S,
policy. “Freer trade” would itself achieve a
degree of credibility and dependability it has
not possessed for a long time. Businessmen
with an lmportant stake in accurately asses-
sing the prospects for freer forelgn access
to our market and freer U.S. access to markets
abroad would have & precise premise to plug
into their decislons on investment, prices,
designs, and sales promotion. The nation is
counting heavily on U.S. producers to expand
job opportunities at home and U.S. export
earnings abroad at a greatly accelerated pace,
But their government is not providing them
with the most productive of trade-policy
guidelines. In fact, the delay in doing so
tends to retard the productivity of our econ-
omy; it also contributes to decisions that
may not be able to withstand the growing im-
pact of international competition.

A walt-and-see trade policy, one that has
lost its momentum toward genuinely freer
trade, reflects a fallure to grasp the realities
of today's world. Business at home and
abroad will not stand still waiting for the
United States Government to make up its
mind. Judgments will continually have to
be made, come what may, on how and when
money will be invested, how products will be
designed and priced, and so forth. The best
possible reading on the prospects for import
competition and export opportunity is an
important prerequisite for sound business
decisions across the board. Visibility, how-
ever, becomes murky if uncertainty clouds
our trade policy. The road ahead is made
particularly perilous by the fact that the
Administration’s uncertain trumpet in effect
sounds *“ " to those forces at home
and abroad bent on raising, not razing, trade
restrictions.

Business decisions made In this kind of
policy atmosphere may turn out to have been
poor calculations when confronted with
growing world competition and the more
definitive trade policy that will eventually
have to be adopted. This policy will most
probably be toward freer trade, but when,
how fast, and after how much back-sliding in
the intervening years is anyone's guess and
hardly anything to bank on. Many producers
at home and abroad will in the meantime
have developed a vested interest in past de-
cisions. They will strongly oppose signifi-
cantly freer foreign access to the U.5. market,
for 1t might, they would fear, place In
Jjeopardy the products and investments stem-
ming from the whole array of earller commit-
ments.

Distortions would also creep into the
economic development programs of Federal,
state, and local governments, There would be
no urgency to insist upon industrial and
agricultural projecte (and labor retraining
programs) able to cope effectively with unre-
stricted forelgn competition. Too many un-
economic ventures could result, involving not
only the unwise spending of taxpayers’
money, but the fostering of a vested business,
labor, and community interest in preserving
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types of production no longer fully con-
sonant with our country's position in a
rapldly changing world economy. Distortions,
and corresponding vested interests in the
consequences, would also occur abroad as
businessmen make investments, and govern-
ments make trade and development decisions,
that cannot be held in abeyance waiting for
genuinely and consistently freer world trade
to become a reality.

The old and new Administrations have
been greatly and rightly concerned over the
balance of payments and the sharp decline in
our gold reserves. At the very heart of our
balance-of-payments position is the state
of world confidence in the U.S. dollar. That’s
the name of the game. If there is uncertainty
about the dependability of America’s avowed
commitment to freer trade, there will be ris-
ing uncertainty, indeed apprehension, over
U.S. policies in general and over the future
strength of the dollar, adding up to the bes$
way to weaken our balance-of-payments posi-
tion. Yet the Government seems to be saying
that these risks are outweighed by the need
for a “breather” and by fear of how Congress
would react if the Administration expressed
clearly and forthrightly a determination to
achleve truly freer trade, meaning ultimate
free trade.

If properly orchestrated, with appropriate
emphasis on the domestic as well as the
foreign-policy aspects of the program, a free-
trade policy would strengthen the dollar im-
measurably. Taking careful account of the
implications of free trade for import com-
petition and export opportunity, business de-
cisions will tend to promote a much more ef-
ficlent use of human, technological, and
financial resources than could concelvably
evolve under any other kind of trade policy.
The purchasing power of the dollar would be
strengthened. The declsion to seek free trade
would itself dramatize the vitality of the
American economy and the health of the
American dollar. Movement toward free trade
in accordance with a negotiated timetable
would test the fixed exchange rate of the dol-
lar. Is it overvalued, as some economists
contend? Maybe it will turn out to be under-
valued. The overall consequences of a free=-
trade Initiative—the changes stimulated and
the disciplines imposed—could set the stage
for replacing the fixed-exchange-rate system
with a “floating rate” system at least as far
as the world's major currencles are con-
cerned.

Our bankrupt trade policy also handi-
caps our effort to help the United Eing-
dom, our closest ally, and the pound sterling,
in which perhaps a third of the world's busi-
ness is transacted. If a U.S. free-trade initia-
tive could help open the way for Britain to
acquire free access to a large international
market (in a way that protects U.S. inter-
ests), then the trade policy best calculated
to strengthen the dollar would go a long
way to strengthen the pound, the other “key
currency” in the world's money system.

We are not prepared to offer Britain an
alternative if the European Common Mar-
ket persists in rejecting London’s applica-
tion to join the European Community. All
members of the European Free Trade Asso-
clation, as well as Canada and other indus-
trialized countrles, need free access to a
much larger market than their own national
or regional borders provide. The only sound
solution, economic and political, would be a
free-trade arrangement embracing all the
industrialized countries. This would ipso
facto heal the breach In Western Europe. The
West European countries would still require
regional economic and political institutions
to strengthen both their abllity to accelerate
economic progress and thelr cohesiveness at
international conference tables.

U.S. policy should not divert the atten-
tion of Britain and the other members of
the Eurcpean Free Trade Assoclation from
the need to establish a very close association
with the Continent. A U.S, free-trade initia-
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tive soundly conceived and articulated would
not make that mistake. Exploration of free-
trade possibilities with any industrialized
countries interested in the idea suggests the
possibility that a free-trade arrangement
with some but not all of these areas might
be attempted. This could happen. It would
have many drawbacks, economic and politi-
cal. It should not be sought except as an
alternative of last resort. What is much more
likely is that an astutely expressed U.S. in-
terest In free trade will dramatically raise
the sights of all these countries and lead to
a free-trade charter embracing them all?

It is conceivable that the countries now
comprising the European Economic Commu-
nity and the European Free Trade Associa-
tion might get together without a new U.S.
trade initiative. There are centripetal as well
as centrifugal forces at work in Western
Europe. The United States would then be
confronted with a new and more formidable
economic force across the Atlantic, one that
could pose mew protectionist obstacles to
U.S. exports and those of other outside sup-
pliers. On the other hand, this united West-
ern Europe might seek U.S. cooperation in
achieving free trade on the part of all eco-
nomically advanced countries. The United
Btates must be ready with a very flexible
negotiating position to respond to either
contingency, and hopefully to influence the
choice of options. There 1s today nothing in
our trade policy that raises the sights and
strengthens the hand and the resolve of
those in Western Europe and elsewhere who
seek the end of economic nationalism in
the world’s economically advanced coun-
tries—regional “nationalism” as well as that
of the nation-state variety.

It looks as If the United States will
flounder in these policy inconsistencies at
least until 1970, and most likely beyond that.
The major reasons for this delay may be
summarized as follows:

The new Administration’s assessment of
trade policy should not be expected to be
completed before the end of 1969. As ex-
plained earlier, the only initiative it can pro-
pose that would be meaningful in terms of
all the policy goals significantly affected by
what is declded in trade policy is negotiation
of a free-trade time-table in cooperation with
the other economically advanced countries
of the Free World, To negotiate such an
agreement, the White House will need the
broadest, most flexible delegation of Con-
gressional authority. This would essentlally
be authority “to negotiate trade agreements
in the national interest”, within the frame-
work of policy goals such as the need to
accelerate U.S. economic growth, promote
international cooperation, help the less-
developed countries, protect our national
security, and facilitate adequate adjustment
to the challenges of increasingly freer inter-
national competition.

The political battle to get this legislation
enacted will make previous trade-policy en-
gagements on Capitol Hill seem like a Sun-
day picnlc. SBupporters of this new initla-
tive—a loglcal extension of the policy of the
past 31 decades—wlill have to mount the
most extensive effort yet undertaken to de-
velop a national consensus behind a “liberal
trade policy.” The issue will be so contro-
versial, and the political effort so gigantic,
that at least a full year of public education
will be necessary before Congressional ma-

1Those who currently advocate a free
trade area consisting of the United States
and as many other industrialized countries
as want to join at this time (Britain and
Canada are usually mentioned as part of the
nucleus) have moved directly to advocacy
of a precise arrangement. This is politically
unrealistic, domestically and internationally.
Much to be preferred is a carefully com-
posed orchestration of the free-trade theme,
beginning with an overture.
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Jjorities can muster sufficient courage to pass
such legislation, Doubts about its political
practicality in an election year could keep
it from a vote until 1971. A President look-
ing ahead to a re-election drive in 1972 might
shy away from such an explosive issue, par-
ticularly one that many millions of Ameri-
cans are not likely to regard as urgent. This
might rule out 1972. By 1973, so much
ground may have been lost to the protection-
ists around the world that patch-quilt re-
pairs may be the only practical course of
action, rather than the far-sighted new initi-
atives that are already so necessary.

On the other hand, the problem of U.S.
trade relations with the rest of the world
may have become so serlous by that time as
to provide the stimulus for a dramatic new
Initiative to dismantle the trade barriers of
the economically advanced countries. Better
late than never, but the price the Ameri-
can economy and the world economy may
In the interim have to pay for the delay
could be considerable. The huge price we
are paying for government neglect going
back many decades in so many policy areas
should be a most sobering lesson. The bills
for policy neglect fall due with much greater
speed these days than ever before.

The nation is caught in this mire of pol-
icy immobility—to a large extent the result
of protectionist pressures and the fear of
more—despite the fact that protectionism
has been discredited time and again. The
costly consequences of record-high tariffs
enacted in 1922, and the still higher tariffs
imposed by the Smoot-Hawley Act of 1930,
aroused almost universal determination to
reject such options outright and always.
The economic expansion recorded at home
and abroad over the past third of a century—
in step with and assisted by progress to-
ward freer trade—strengthened this resolve.
Yet protectionism persists in rising from the
ashes.

The businessmen, workers, legislators and
community leaders who keep it alive seem
as fearful of a changing world as once
the Luddites of early 19th century England
feared the Industrial Revolution. They pre-
fer seriously out-dated road maps that would
divert the nation’s attention from the
higher and more efficlent production, im-
proved and more attractively priced prod-
ucts—toward which it should be resolutely
headed, These so-called protectionists, and
this means anyone who does not believe in
consistent, sustained progress toward free
trade, take a myopic view of their own
enlightened self-interest and that of their
country. What is bad for the nation cannot
turn out to be good for them.

They see industrial development abroad
as a threat, not as the market opportunity
it really is in addition to stimulating better
performance from our own producers. Our
exports go mainly to countries that are the
most advanced industrially and the most
resourceful in their ability to compete. The
protectionists keep harping on the gap be-
tween U.8. labor standards and the lower
wages abroad. Even using improved ma-
chinery, much of it as good as ours and
sometimes better, forelgn producers gen-
erally are still at the lower end of a pro-
ductivity gap that shows the American econ-
omy producing much more per man per
hour than any other country. American
producers complaining about foreign pro-
ducers having the most modern equipment
in addition to lower wage standards usually
fall to recognize, at least publicly, that the
American economy has not reached the limit
of its ability to develop and install new
equipment unsurpassed anywhere in the
world. There is no limit to the new produc-
tlon frontlers inviting the ingenuity of the
American type of free enterprise system. The
day the United SBtates decides that such a
limit has been reached is the day 1t should
decide to fold its tent and cease to exist
as a nation.
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The protectionists zero-in on imports, but
do Iittle if anything to help find construc-
tive, lasting answers to the real problems
that beset the complaining companies and
workers—thelr difficulty in keeping in step
with the pressures of a rapidly changing
and highly competitive economy here at
home.

As If the confrontation with protectionism
didn't pose enough problems, the very
few Americans who actively seek free trade
cannot even count on the energies of the
so-called “free traders.” The “free traders”
also have fears. Nearly all of them are afraild
to urge “free trade."” Not that they don’'t
believe in it. They fear the political flack
such proposals are certain to attract; they
haven’'t figured out how to make such an
initiative politically palatable. Only a hand-
ful of brave souls with a fistful of courage
and a head of steam—all of them not only
ideallsts but veterans In the politics of this
issue—today carry the *“free trade" stand-
ard. Thus the bankruptey in foreign-trade
policy Isn’t just a government malaise. It
is practically nationwide.

A free-trade timetable? For an initiative
In dire need of drama, what more dramatic
target for completing the dismantling of
trade barriers by the world’s most advanced
nations—far enough away to be practical—
than the year 2000? Only 31 years to go. The
next third of a century, starting from to-
day’'s high economic and technological pla-
teau, ought to be a much easler course of
trade liberalization than the last, which be-
gan in the trough of the Great Depression
and on the way up had to endure hot wars
and cold wars and crises at the brink of
nuclear holocaust. Among the things making
it easier are the confidence bred of past
achievement, a growing impatience with
unachieved ideals, a “revolution of rising
expectations” not only in distant lands but
right here at home, and improved economic,
political and social techniques for solving
whatever problems we face. The free-trade
objective would probably be reached well
before the end of the century.

President Kennedy spoke of new frontiers,
and in one of the major achlevements of his
short tenure persuaded Congress to enact
trade legislation that included a substantial
amount of authority to negotiate free trade.
Most of this authority was not used in the
Kennedy Round because of circumstances
beyond our control. Britain's failure to join
the European Economic Community made
virtually inoperative the major component
of the free-trade authorization, which hinged
on the condition that the U.S.-plus-EEC
share of world trade in the particular prod-
uct had to be at least 80 percent., But suc-
cess in getting this much free-trade author-
ity enacted was a major accomplishment. It
should be a source of encouragement to those
who seek newer frontiers.

President Johnson envisioned a Great So-
ciety. A commitment to free trade, with
backstop domestic policies to make sure we
stay the course, would go a long way to make
a truly great society a reality. At one time or
another, Johnson spoke rhetorically of such
a trade objective and, in a different context,
of the kind of spirit and determination nec-
essary to achieve it:

In 1964: “Somehow, we must ignite a fire
in the breast of this land, a flaming spirit
of adventure that soars beyond the ordinary
and the contented, and really demands
greatness from our society, and demands
achievement Iin our Government.”

In 1966: Our goal is to free the trade of
the world—to free it from arbitrary and arti-
ficlal constraints.”

This is the goal, and the spirit needed to
achieve it. President Nixon's ‘“Forward To-
gether” will probably point in the same di-
rection, and in words that match Johnson's
rhetoric. How much substance will be given
to this lofty prose, and when, are steeped in
considerable doubt.
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PRESIDENT NIXON'S REVIEW OF
THE 1970 BUDGET

HON. GEORGE H. MAHON

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Speaker, for general
information and reference purposes of
Members and others who may be in-
terested, I am inserting herewith the re-
port summarizing the results of the re-
view of the 1970 budget, released yester-
day by the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent.

It is only a summary, but supplies in
capsule form the proposed and projected
changes in the budgets for fiscal years
1969 and 1970 submitted by President
Johnson in January of this year, In sum-
mary, President Nixon proposes or pro-
jects:

For the current fiscal year 1969, budget
receipts of $186.1 billion; budget outlays,
expenditures, and net lending—of $184.9
billion, an updating of $1.2 billion from
the January projection; and a projected
budget surplus of $1.2 billion as against
the $2.4 billion surplus projection for
1969 in the January budget.

It should be noted that while the re-
view—and this is true for both fiscal
years 1969 and 1970—reflects the new ad-
ministration’s recommendations for
changes in proposals and projections as
to new appropriations and budget out-
lays, it does not reflect any change in
the revenue assumptions used in Presi-
dent Johnson’s budget. Thus the revised
projected surplus figure for 1969 of $1.2
billion and the currently projected sur-
plus of $5.8 billion for fiscal 1970 are sub-
ject to qualification on that count. And
it is pertinent to recall that about $12
billion of the 1970 revenue projection
assumes legislative extension of the 10
percent surtax and certain excise taxes,
enactment of social security taxes effec-
tive in fiscal 1970, and adoption of cer-
tain user charges. A postal rate increase
is also proposed.

For the forthcoming fiscal year 1970
which begins on July 1 next, unrevised
budget receipts are shown at the Johnson
budget figure of $198.7 billion; revised
budget outlays are projected at $192.9
billion, a net reduction of $2.4 billion
from the January budget figure; and a
currently projected surplus for 1970 of
$5.8 billion, a net increase of $2.4 billion
over the $3.4 billion projected in the
January budget of President Johnson.

Requests for new budget authority—
mostly appropriations—for 1970 are
stated at $205.9 billion on the unified
budget basis, a net reduction of $4.2 bil-
lion from the January budget of Presi-
dent Johnson.

GROSS AND NET CUTBACKS

The review supplies some detail on the
point, but in respect to the reductions
proposed as a result of the new admin-
istration’s review, on the projected ex-
penditure—outlay—side for 1970, the
gross cutback is listed at $4 billion. But
this is partially offset by net ‘“‘correc-
tions’” of $1.6 billion updating certain
projections in the January budget, thus
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resulting in a net cutback of $2.4 billion
in projected budget outlays for 1970.

Similarly, on the requests for new
budget authority—mostly appropria-
tions—the gross cutbacks from the
January requests are listed at $5.5 bil-
lion, partially offset by net “corrections”
of $1.3 billion updating certain estimates
in the January budget, thus resulting in
net cutbacks of $4.2 billion in proposed
new budget authority.

RELATION TO FISCAL 1989

In total, President Nixon's review now
projects total budget outlays for 1970 to
be $8 billion above the corresponding
fiscal 1969 total. It proposes, for 1970,
total new budget authority $10.2 billion
above the corresponding fiscal 1969
figure,

Mr. Speaker, some of the details of
the proposed appropriation cutbacks and
changes were submitted by the President
yesterday. They are in House Documents
Nos. 91-98, 99, and 100. Others, involving
further appropriation changes and new
legislation, are scheduled to follow later.

The complete text of the new admin-
istration’s review of the 1970 budget
follows:

REVIEW OF THE 1970 BUDGET

The Nixon Administration has completed
its current review of the fiscal year 1970
budget submitted to the Congress last Janu-
ary by the prior administration. This report
summarizes the results of the review.

THE SETTING

Persistent inflation, which has serious con-
sequences for the American people today and
if continued would have serious conse-
quences later, makes restralnt our only re-
sponsible fiscal policy now. As part of this
policy of restraint, President Nixon recently
requested extension for another year of the
temporary income tax surcharge. In addition,
he urged postponement of scheduled reduc-
tions in the telephone and passenger car ex-
cise taxes, and enactment of user charges
equal in revenue to those proposed in the
January budget. These tax policies were rec-
ommended because of the need to malntain
Federal revenues and to restrain the growth
of private consumption and investment in an
already overheated economy.

At the same time, the President recog-
nized—as he had earlier—that Federal spend-
ing has been a major cause of the inflation
and that expenditure control is an essential
part of both sound fiscal policy and respon-
sible management of the Government’s af-
fairs, When recommending the revenue
measures, therefore, he pledged budget re-
visions that would reduce Federal spending
in 1970 significantly below the amount rec-
ommended in the January budget. This
pledge was possible because, immediately
after taking office in January, the President
directed his department and agency heads
to undertake a thorough review of the fiscal
years 1969 and 1970 budget requests sent to
the Congress in January by the outgolng ad-
ministration.

The President's objectives were threefold:

To make the expenditure cuts that are a
necessary part of efforts to combat inflation,

To bring Federal outlays under control,
and

To begin redirecting ongolng Federal pro-
grams toward his Administration’s goals.

BUDGET TOTALS

As shown in Table 1, fiscal year 1969 out-
lays were estimated at $183.7 billlon in the
January budget of the outgoing administra-
tion. Correction to take into account the
effect on estimated outlays of factors beyond
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the control of the present Administration
ralse the total by $1.2 billion, to $184.9
billion.

Fiscal year 1970 outlays were estimated at
$195.3 billion in the budget of the outgoing
administration. Corrections for such uncon-
trollable changes as interest on the debt and
farm price supports raise them by $1.6 bil-
lion, to $196.9 billion. Reductions of $4.0
billion were made during the recent review,
lowering the total to $192.9 billion,

The Treasury Department has not yet re-
vised its estimate of receipts for either year.
These estimates will be revised and made
avallable after the tax returns filed through
April 15 have been analyzed.

TABLE 1.—BUDGET TOTALS, FISCAL YEARS 1969 AND 1970
{In billions of dollars]

Receipts Outlays Surplus

Fiscal year 1969:
January 1969 budget
Corrections in January esti-

183.7 2.4
+1.2 -L2
Corrected budget 184.9 L2
Fiscal year 1970:

Japuary 1969 budget. .........
Corrections in January esti-

195.3 3.4
+L6 -L6
196.9 L3
—40 4.0
192.9 5.8

Corrected budget
Changes resulting from budget
L, SRS N C S S

Revised budget.............

Because the receipts estimates are the same
as those shown in the January budget, all
of the changes in budget surplus shown in
Table 1 result from revisions in estimated
outlays. The 1969 surplus is halved, from
$2.4 bpillion to $1.2 billion, while the 1970
surplus is increased from $3.4 billion to 85.8
billion.

Table 2 summarizes the estimates of budget authority
(mainly appropriations), for fiscal years 1969 and 1970.

TABLE 2—BUDGET AUTHORITY TOTALS FISCAL YEARS
1969 AND 1970
[In billions of dollars]

Fiscal year

Description 1970

January 1969 budget
Corrections in January estimate__

Corrected budget
Changes resulting from budget review

Revised budget

Corrections in the fiscal year 1969 estimate
of budget authority published in the Janu-
ary budget raise the total by $1.1 billion, from
$194.6 billion to $1985.7 billion.

Corrections in the original fiscal year 1970
budget authority estimate raise it by $1.3
billion, to $211.4 billion. Decreases proposed
by this Administration total £5.56 billion, over
$3.0 billion of which is in military programs.

FISCAL YEAR 1969

The revised budget published by the prior
administration in January underestimated
the cost of some programs and has since been
affected by increases in uncontrollable items.
As a result, the present Administration in-
herited a budget which realistically implied
$184.9 billlon of outlays, rather than the
$183.7 billlon published in January. The fac-
tors accounting for the $1.2 billion adjust-
ment in the January budget estimates are
summarized in Table 3. As can be seen from
the lsting, the adjustments were caused by
factors beyond the control of this Adminis-

tration.
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TasrLe 3.—Adjusiments in filscal year 1969
budget outlay estimates

[In billions]

Effect on higher interest rates on in-
terest on public debt
Farm price supports:

Higher crop yields and/or less con-
sumption (including effect of dock
strike) -

Retention of advance feed grain pay-
ments because of lack of adequate
notice to farmers of proposed de-
ferral

Decline in offshore oil lease recelpts--

Effect on outlays of prior commitments
for highway grants

Lower unemployment insurance bene-
fits

Revised estimates of credits for farm
credit agencies

Other, smaller items, net

As Table 4 indicates, the correctlons in
both budget outlays and budget authority
were in nonmilitary programs.

Seven months had passed in fiscal year
1969 before this Administration assumed of-
fice and could begin its review. The shortness
of time remaining in the fiscal year and the
strong momentum of ongoing Federal pro-
grams left no opportunity to cut significantly
the disbursements to be made before June
80. Nonetheless, every effort is still being
made to pare the corrected budget estimates.
In order to do so, department and agency
heads have been instructed to keep a very
tight rein on spending during the remaining
weeks of the fiscal year.

TABLE 4.—BUDGET OUTLAYS AND BUDGET AUTHORITY
FISCAL YEAR 1969

[In billions of dollars]

January
budget

Janua
ot corrected

budget

78.4
106.5

184.9

77.0
118.7
195,7

Tob s e 194.6

t Department of Defense military functions and military
assistance.

SUMMARY OF EFFECT OF REVENUE AND EXPENDI-
TURE CONTROL ACT OF 1968

The Revenue and Expenditure Control Act
of 1968 (hereafter referred to as P.L. 80-364)
established limitations on 1969 budget au-
thority and outlays that reduced by 10 bil-
lion and $6 billlon, respectively, the amounts
in the 1860 budget sent to the Congress in
January 1968. However, in setting the limita-
tions on budget authority and outlays, the
Congress excepted certaln programs from the
required reductions and subsequently added
other exceptions. These exceptions amount in
total to more than one-half of the revised
budget estimate.

The Congress last year made reductions in
budget authority significantly greater than
required by Section 203 of Public Law 90-364.
Total budget authority for 1969 is now esti-
mated at $195.7 billlon, which is $1.1 billlon
more than in the January budget document.
Most of this Increase is In programs ex-
cepted from the statutory limitation, and
the total is still well within the legal celling.

The current situation with respect to
budget outlays is shown in Table 5.
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TABLE 5—BUDGET OUTLAYS FOR 1969—SUMMARY OF
EFFECT OF PUBLIC LAW 90-364

[In billions of dollars]

Programs excepted from Public Law
% imitation :
Special support of Vietnam:
Defense
Economic assistance___...

Subtotal

. B

Veterans benefits and service
So::}l:l Security Act trust fund

Disability insurance__

Health insurance..
Unemployment insurance
VA—power proceeds and bor-

)

(0]
E‘i‘ 3)
3)
®

34.9
146

+.1
+6.1
-7.3
-1.2

-
~ S —

NS _4.._8:..,,:-?8

~

Spoomreunn | o

vy

" e
v it o
— R

Impaclud areas (spec;al 1968 sup»
plemental).............

98.7
86.2

184.9

Subtotal
Remainder—covered by Public Law
90-364 limitation

[ SRR 186.1

' Less lhan $50, DOOOGO
not p

1 from Public Law 90-364
uu!l rrl limitation.

@ emlglbnn for farm price supports is limited to $907,-
000,000 and that for public assistance to $560,000,000 above the
January 1968 estimates,

For that portion of the budget covered
by the limitation in P.L. 80-364, the current
estimate of outlays indlcates a reduction of
almost $7.3 billion below the January 1968
budget estimate. This compares with 8838
billlon in the printed budget of January
1069; it is nearly $1.3 billion more than the
reduction required by P.L. 90-364.

Section 201 of P.L. 90-864 limits—with
certain exceptions—the hiring of full-time
permanent civilian employees by agencies of
the executive branch to 76% of separations,
and the hiring of temporary and part-time
employees during any month to the number
of such employees during the corresponding
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month of 1967. These limitations are being
enforced. A further discussion of Federal
employment follows later in this statement.

FISCAL YEAR 1970

As was true of the revised budget for 1969,
estimates published in January have since
been affected by increases In many of the
same uncontrollable items that cause the
1960 budget outlays to be higher. Correc-
tlon of the January budget to reflect these
factors ralses estimated outlays from the
printed total of $185.3 billion to $186.9 bil-
lion and budget authority from $210.1 bil-
lion to $211.4 billlon, Table 6 identifies the
factors accounting for the increase in out-
lays. The higher estimates for fiscal year
1870 reflect realistically the budget the pres-
ent Administration faced when it came into
office, and are therefore the proper amounts
agalnst which to measure the results of this
budget review.

TaBLE 6.—Adjustments in fiscal year 1570
budget outlay estimates
[In billions]
Effect of higher interest rates on inter-
est on public debt
Effect of higher Interest rates on hous-
ing programs, including planned

80.5

P .
Higher crop y!elda and/or less con-
sumption
Retention of advance feed grain pay-
ments in fiscal 1969 because of lack
of adequate notice to farmers____
Change in accounting for CCC cer-
tificates of interest.
Decline in offshore oil lease receipts..
Unbudgeted claims and judgments...
Lower unemployment insurance bene-
fits
Other, smaller items, net

Total

Nore.—Detail does not add to total because
of rounding.

Table 7 summarizes the changes resulting
from the current budget review; Tables 8
and 9 (attached) show changes in budget
outlays and budget authority, respectively,
by major agency.

TABLE 7.—BUDGET OUTLAYS AND BUDGET AUTHORITY, FISCAL YEAR 1970
{in billions of dollars]

Changes fram—

January
budget
corrected

Revised
budgst

January

January pnuacy
udge:

budget

ilitary
Oth

-1.1
-1.3

79.0 79.0

112.9

196.9 —-2.4

Bud, ataumurity
ilitary ¢
1, PR e

80.6
130.8

211.4

1 Department of Defense, military functions, and military assistance,

As these tables indicate:

Outlays were reduced $4.0 billion from the
corrected January budget.

Budget authority was cut $5.5 billion,
thereby shaving the carryover of unspent
budget authority which leads to higher fu-
ture outlays.

Military and military assistance programs
account for $1.1 billion (27%) of the $4.0
billion 1970 outlay reduction and $3.0 billion
(65%) of the cut in 1970 budget authority,

largely—as the Secretary of Defense ex-
plained—because of—

Lower consumption of ammunition in
Vietnam.

Reorientation of the Sentinel anti-ballistic
missile program to the new Safeguard sys-
tem, and

Modification in plans for procuring short
range attack missiles.

Another $1 billion (26%) of the outlay
reduction is attributable to modifications in
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the proposed legislation to increase social
security benefits, The legislative proposal in-
cluded in the January budget was not trans-
mitted to the Congress by the outgoing
administration,

The remaining cuts in budget outlays from
the recommendations of the preceding ad-
ministration affect a wide range of Federal

programs.

About $185 million are in international
programs, mainly lending activities of the
Export-Import Bank and slower disburse-
ment of foreign economic assistance,

Atomic Energy Commission and space pro-
gram outlays are $140 million lower.

Various agricultural and natural resource
programs are reduced by a total of $345
million.

Post Office and transportation program
outlay reductions account for most of a $420
million cut in commerce and transportation
activities.

Reductions in human resources programs
other than the proposed social security legis-
lation (referred to above) amount to $380
million, less than 10% of the total cut al-
though about 30% of Federal outlays are
made through these programs.

Veterans program outlays are down $245
million, mostly as a result of sales of assets,
comprising 6% of the total reduction.

Outlays for all other programs are $150
million lower.

These reductions are a vital part of the ef-
fort to bring inflation and Federal spending
under control. But the revised 1970 budget
also provides large additional resources for
the work that needs to be done in our so-
ciety. Proposed outlays of $192.9 in fiscal year
1970 will be 88 billion higher than those for
fiscal year 1969. The priority given by this
Administration to meeting the Nation’s ur-
gent domestic civilian needs is evident in the
following comparisons of the outlays pro-
posed for fiscal year 1970 with estimated out-
lays in fiscal year 1969:

Programs to improve our human resources
will increase by $5.8 billlon, or 10%.

Federal ald to State and local governments
will be $3.5 billlon—nearly 17%—higher.

The urban share of Federal ald to State and
local governments will increase $2.8 billlon—
or by one-fifth.

Priority has been placed on rebullding the
riot-scarred neighborhoods of our major
cities. This $.2 billion effort will be financed
from funds already avallable.

Federal aid to the poor will increase from
$24 4 billion to $26.9 billilon—over 10%.

About $38 million, including $11 million of
District of Columbia funds, has been added
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to the budget to intensify efforts to combat
crime, increasing these funds by about 36%.

Outlays for commerce and transportation
and agricultural and natural resource pro-
grams will rise by about 6% each.

Spending for space exploration will decline
by 8%.

Moreover, this Administration is deter-
mined to produce a better return for tax-
payers' dollars through a more efficient use
of avallable resources and by redirecting re-
sources Into more effective uses. For
example—

Reorganization of the Manpower Adminis-
tration has resulted in the creation of a
Federal training and employment service
which combines for the first time in one
organization responsibility for work, train-
ing and placement programs.

A new program for experimental schools is
proposed to try out a broad range of alterna-
tive methods of teaching children under ex-
perimental conditions.

New legislation has been proposed to estab-
lish a program of guaranteed loans for con-
struction of hospitals and other health facili-
tles and grants for needed new facilities to
help restrain fast-rising medical care costs.

An increase in social security benefits
which recognizes the increased cost of living
is included in the Administration’s proposed
1970 budget.

Postponement of the freeze on welfare aid
to famillies with dependent children will be
proposed, and $307 million has been included
in the revised budget outlays for this
purpose.

A new grant program will be initiated to
permit States to participate in directing,
coordinating, and improving the effectiveness
of manpower training programs.

An office of Minority Business Enterprise
has been established in the Department of
Commerce to—

assist the establishment of new minority
enterprises in the expansion of existing ones,
and

concentrate Federal Government resources
and involve the business community and
others in providing assistance to minority
business.

The adjustments needed to finance these
and other new programs will not be pain-
less—no reductions could be—and real dedi-
cation to expenditure control by both the
Congress and the executive branch will be
essential to achieving them. In fact, almost
B5% of the recommended decreases require
congressional concurrence, either as new
legislation or in the form of approval of re-
duced appropriations requests. The other
decreases will result from administrative

TABLE 8.—BUDGET OUTLAYS, 1969 AND 1970

[in millions of dollars]
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actlons taken in accordance with the Presi-
dent's directions.

FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT

As part of the budget review, President
Nixon directed that a substantial reduction
be made in the level of Federal employment
recommended by the preceding administra-
tion., As a result, full-time civillan employ-
ment in the executive branch on June 30,
1970 will be 47,800 below that recommended
in the January budget. The extent to which
these reductions will affect specific agencies
is shown in Table 10 (attached).

The reductions are being made selectively,
in accordance with the priorities of this
Administration. Manpower for such vital
needs as crime control must and will be
increased.

Consistent with the employment limitation
objectives, the President is asking the Con-
gress to repeal Section 201 of the Revenue
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, which
imposes restrictions on hiring in the execu-
tive branch. This Administration is in full
agreement with the objective of SBection 201,
but experience administering the arbitrary
formula it imposes provides ample evidence
that it is an inappropriate tool for achieving
its objective. The Section 201 limitation im-
poses especially harsh penalties on agencles
with high turnover rates. And it takes in-
sufficient account of the urgency or priori-
ties of public services or of the manpower
requirements of programs the Congress has
approved since 1966.

CONCLUSION

The current review of the budget is a nec-
essary prerequisite to accomplishing three
of this Administration’s major objectives.

It 1s a cruclal part of the fiscal restraint
made imperative by continuing inflation.

It is the first step in establishing control
over Federal spending.

It marks the beginning of a major effort
to redirect the course of Federal programs
in domestic affairs.

In the last of these areas, the principal
objectives of the review were to establish
and enforce firm prioritles, to move toward
basic program reform, and to develop needed
new initiatives in solving the social problems
of the Nation. These are difficult tasks which
cannot be completed in the course of one
review. But a solid beginning has been made.

Our work is far from finished. Conditions
affecting the Federal budget change con-
stantly. We will, as we must, be alert to
potential changes and exert every bit of in-
genulty at our command to avoid increases
and to take advantages of opportunities for
further reductions.
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TABLE 9.—BUDGET AUTHORITY, 1969 AND 1970
[In millions of dollars]
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FORMER CABINET MEMBER
SPEAKS OF “IKE”

HON. ROBERT McCLORY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, tributes
to the late Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower
will continue to be paid for a long time—
as the impact of his passing penetrates
our consciousness. Each day brings to
our attention a new and expressive ac-
knowledgment of the integrity of this
great leader. Only today I noted a guest
editorial in the Lake Forester-Lake
Bluff Review, a weekly publication cir-
culated widely in the 12th Illinois Con-
gressional District. This editorial is
from the pen of the Honorable James
H. Douglas, a resident of Lake Forest,
who served as Secretary of the Air Force
and Deputy Secretary of Defense under
President Eisenhower. I offer it to my
colleagues for their respectful consider-
ation:

A TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT EISENHOWER
(By James H, Douglas, Secretary of the Air

Force and Deputy Secretary of Defense

under President Eisenhower)

It is an honor to join with you in express-
ing our respect and affection for President
Elsenhower, our gratitude for his leader-
ship, and our sense of loss in his death. He

was a warm and friendly man, whose life
was simple in its complete dedication to
the service of his country. He had a qual-
ity of straightforward integrity which gave
confidence to all those who served under
him and knew him. GIs knew he was in-
terested In them as individuals, and com-
manders and staff officers had unflagging
trust in his judgment. Difficult problems of
disagreement at high levels of authority
were sometimes solved—as I have seen—by
his asking a single question and quietly
stating his decislon.

Sometimes in a press conference President
Eisenhower would produce a perplexing non
sentence, which seemed to please his critics,
but his sincerity and persistence in express-
ing his purpose left no doubt as to his
position.

As a nation we were fortunate when Gen-
eral George Marshall selected the Chief of
the War Plans Division of the War Depart-
ment, Major General Eisenhower, to com-
mand United States forces in the European
theatre. The war had gone badly for Eng-
land, France and Russia, and few soldiers
ever faced and mastered more complicated
problems of command. I remember a trib-
ute to Marshall of the Royal Air Force Lord
Tedder, Deputy Supreme Commander, who
wrote “There was little cheerful about the
last stages of the war except the wonderful
spirit which existed throughout the allied
tearmn, and for which we should be eternally
grateful to General Elsenhower.”

When he became President in 1953 his first
concern was to bring the EKorean War to a
close, This goal was achieved six months
after his inauguration.

His command of great military forces, his

understanding of war, and what nuclear war
could be, led him to declare that there is
no alternative to .

I think he would like to have us remem-
ber that when he made his “Atoms for Peace”
proposal to the United Nations General As-
sembly, he was seeking the cooperation of
the Soviet Union in peaceful uses of atomic
energy, and to begin to turn nuclear science
from destructive to peaceful purposes.

In his account of the White House years
he says that underlying his atoms for peace
effort was “the clear conviction that the
world was courting disaster in the arma-
ments race, and that something must be
done to put on a brake.”

Then at Geneva in 1955 President Eisen-
hower proposed the plan which was called
“Open Skies"—for international arms con-
trol—under which nations would deliver to
each other maps and descriptions of all mili-
tary installations and permit inspection by
air reconnaissance by crews including rep-
resentatives of the country inspected.

And he would want us also to keep in
mind problems inherent in what he called
“the conjunction of an immense military
establishment and a large arms industry”—
something new in American experience. He
expressed concern “that our scholars not be
dominated by federal employment, project
allocations and the power of money,” and
also that “public policy should not become
the captive of a scientific-technological
elite.,”

General Eisenhower was always concerned
with protecting and building the dignity of
the individual, regardless of race or creed,
in the armed services and in all of American
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life. He left us a great example. He greatly sources to permit old automobiles, refrigera-

loved his country, and there is undying mu-
tual respect and trust between him and his
countrymen. We shall miss him.

WASTE DISPOSAL

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, from time
to time I have advised my colleagues of
the progress made by Government and
industry in the many attempts to solve
various phases of the waste disposal
problem.

I was pleased when the Secretary of
the Interior announced in October 1965
that the Bureau of Mines was under-
taking a study of how to deal with auto
graveyards and to conserve the valuable
metals that are a part of every car.
To me, the report on that study, which
was published in March 1967, was an
excellent publication and valuable
enough to be given the widest distribu-
tion.

To what extent that report was cir-
culated I am not aware, but it occurs to
me that somewhere we are falling down
in the vital area of communications with
respect to what is being done toward
resolving the problem of solid waste
disposal. In consequence, some munic-
ipalities may be putting money into
machines and methods that are already
obsolete. They are absorbing costs that
could be avoided if updated technical in-
formation were at hand, for they may
be investing in equipment and systems
that are as outdated as the model T.

Perhaps the Office of Solid Waste Dis-
posal has in its few years of life accumu-
lated enough information to ascertain
whether there is in fact a knowledge gap
that can be narrowed through a clearing-
house for the collection and dissemina-
tion of progress reports throughout the
field of waste disposal. It is for this
reason that I am asking that Office for
recommendations to broaden exchange
of information among Federal, State,
and local governments as well as with
affected industries.

I am also interested in knowing
whether it would be possible to deter-
mine if a part of the effort aimed at
solving the disposal problem may ac-
tually be moving counter to the Nation's
long-range interest. I have always op-
posed proposals to get rid of used cars
by dumping them in the ocean deep or
burying them in stripped-out areas or
anywhere else, for I am convinced that
the day will come when we will need the
steel scrap and other salvageable items
that represent utilization of natural re-
sources. In this connection I was pleased
to note this remark by Mr. William S.
Story, executive vice president of the
Institute of Scrap Iron & Steel, as quoted
in the New York Times of last January
26:

Something is going to have to be done
about the failure of the nation to keep up

with the rate of discard of metallic products.
It 15 a profligate waste of our natural re-

tors, stoves and the like to molder in our
flelds and clutter our streets while we mine
increasing amounts of natural resource, iron
ore, and rely heavily on imported iron ore to
help meet our needs.

I have had correspondence in the past
from Mr. Story, whose theory is that no
economy can profit from waste nor can
a nation in our position rely heavily on
foreign sources of raw materials. Yet
America has been guilty of these prac-
tices for a long, long time.

On March 7 of last year the Johnstown
Pa., Tribune-Democrat published an As-
sociated Press account of a refuse dis-
posal demonstration at the University of
Pennsylvania in which the trash collec-
tor would be dispensed with through
the use of equipment that would grind
up cans, garbage, newspapers, and other
materials into minute particles that
could be washed away into pipelines and
dumped into land-fill projects. While
there is no question but that the idea
would have multiple benefits, the day
may not be far away when we will dis-
cover that we cannot afford to dispcse
of all trash in this manner.

How long, for instance, can we tolerate
the burning of newspapers? Or grinding
them up? A Pennsylvania waste paper
executive has said that if it were not for
his industry—whose product goes back
into the manufacture of paper and paper
products—the forest resources of this
country would have been depleted long
ago.

Furthermore, the Bureau of Mines is
engaged in research to find ways of re-
covering iron, aluminum, zinc, copper,
lead, and tin from the burnt waste resi-
dues of municipal incinerators. In Japan,
a large press reduces garbage to 5-ton
blocks which are then encased in concrete
and dipped in asphalt baths. The blocks
are used as building materials or as land
fill. The Bureau of Mines has also re-
ported on a project through which light-
weight concrete building blocks moulded
around compacted automobile scrap show
promise as desirable material for use in
light commercial buildings, bridge abut-
ments and piers, foundations, and retain-
ing walls.

In view of such developments, every-
one engaged in any phase of waste dis-
posal technology and application should
certainly be apprised of whatever is
taking place in government or elsewhere.
Otherwise, there are certain to be costly
projects at cross-purpose with the na-
tional view.

The disagreement over the plan to
dump Philadelphia garbage in aban-
doned anthracite surface mines has
become as ugly as the strip pits them-
selves. In Pennsylvania and whatever
other States use or contemplate this
method of waste disposal, all available
technology must be applied to determine
where landfills would create air, water,
or soil contamination.

For the Recorb, I should like to quote
the following paragraph from Outdoor
Recreation Action published by the De-
partment of the Interior in January
1968:

In a cooperative venture, the city of Chi-
cago, the American Public Works Association,
the U.S. Public Health Service, and the New
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York Central Rallroad have started a voree-
year, $468,800 experiment of removing trash
and garbage from urban areas to rural areas
for disposal. Trash is compressed into 40-foot
containers, then delivered by flatcars to land
reclamation areas where bulldozers cover the
trash with dirt from mining operations,

Since like methods are presumably in
use or under consideration elsewhere,
some of us may wonder whether an In-
tratrash Commerce Commission will
eventually be required to regulate the
transfer of waste materials.

What concerns me, Mr. Speaker, is
whether there is proper communication
among those searching for facts to make
this plan workable. I trust that the Office
of Solid Waste Disposal is keeping up
with all such developments and making
the information available to all inter-
ested parties.

We are certainly not going too fast in
our attack on the problem, but we may
be overlooking important, vital steps
that have already been put to use along
the road to scientific progress. Unless we
keep abreast of what is happening na-
tionally, and internationally too, there
is certain to be duplication and waste
of funds as well as waste of natural
assets. I am hoping that the Office of
Solid Waste Disposal can get us on the
right road if indeed there has been, as
I suspect, a tendency to go off in all di-
rections.

VIETNAM WAR SPURS INFLATION

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, in his mes-
sage to the Congress on April 14 Presi-
dent Nixon stressed two issues among the
many currently competing for the at-
tention of the Federal Government.
Those issues are the war in Vietnam and
inflation.

The costs of the war in Vietnam—in
both men and resources—have been
pointed out on numerous occasions by
many Members of Congress, including
myself. Last week American combat dead
moved past 33,000, a total greater than
the aggregate number of American serv-
icemen lost in the entire Korean war.
These grim figures are not the end, how-
ever, for the fighting continues to claim
dozens of American lives each day, and
countless numbers of Vietnamese, and
the Paris negotiations continue to
flounder on procedural issues. The Viet-
nam war is now the fourth costliest war
in the history of the United States, ex-
ceeded only by the cost of American in-
volvement in the two World Wars and
the Civil War. How much greater will the
cost have to be before Congress will
exercise its power to end this war by re-
fusing to vote funds to support it?

The economic consequences of the
Vietnamese war—although they are less
clearly understood—are nevertheless
also extremely serious. Perhaps the most
significant aspect of those economic con-
sequences is the relationship between the
escalation of the war and the increasing
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inflation in our economy that has accom-
panied that escalation.

An article by John O’Riley in the April
14 Wall Street Journal dramatically
points out the way in which the Viet-
nam war has stimulated the inflationary
spiral that is now of such concern to
economic thinkers and strategists. By
requiring massive military expenditures,
and by diverting badly needed manpower
into the military effort in both the fac-
tory and the field, the article argues that
the war will continue to frustrate efforts
to reduce inflation through either re-
duced Federal expenditures or increased
taxes. As Mr. O'Riley additionally points
out:

What happens with regard to (the war's)
continuance or termination will have a far
greater Impact on the domestic economy
than any moves by the monetary authorities.

I hope President Nixon will heed Mr.
O'Riley’s advice; for if he is truly com-
mitted to securing peace in Vietnam and
curbing inflation in our economy, he
must realize that the most expeditious
way of both saving lives and reversing
inflationary pressures is to speedily end
the war in Vietnam. Congress must also
realize that it can end the war by refus-
ing to vote further appropriations for its
prosecution. I insert the following article
in the Recorp and urge that my col-
leagues give the arguments advanced by
John O'Riley their closest consideration:
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 14, 1969]

THE OUTLOOK: APPRAISAL OF CURRENT TRENDS
1IN BUSINESS AND FINANCE

(By John O’'Rlley)

American combat deaths in the Vietnam
war have moved well above the 33,000 level,
The total is greater than for all the Eorean
War. It 1s more than 60% as many men as
were lost by the U.S. in World War I. The
grim figures underscore a point often for-
gotten In homefront talk of controlling in-
flation. And that point is this: The conflict is
well out of the “little war” stage, and what
happens with regard to its continuance or
termination will have a far greater impact
on the domestic economy than any moves
by the monetary authorities.

This country’s involvement in Vietnam
goes back a long way. A refresher reference to
the record shows President Truman sent a
36-man military advisory team to the new
state as far back as 1950. But things moved
slowly for a long time. As late as 1960, Presi-
dent Eisenhower was increasing the number
of military advisers from 327 to 685. And
even as recently as the end of 1964, the U.S.
force in Vietnam was only about 23,000.

But what's happened since then is a dif-
ferent story. In mid-1965 President Johnson
authorized an increase in the U.S. force from
75,000 men to 125,000. And the total has since
Jjumped to about 540,000.

The nation’s longest economic upswing, be-
ginning early in 1961, spans the 1960s, The
blg military escalation, starting at mid-
decade, thus cuts the boom in half. The first
half was a perlod of relative stability. The
second has not been. The beginning of to-
day’s spotlighted economic problems—the
brisk inflation, the manpower squeeze, the
soaring interest rates—coinclded very neatly
with the war’s rather sudden enlargement.
And there is little real reason to expect an
abatement of these problems as long as the
war continues at its present or a hotter pace.

The difference between the first half of the
current “boom” and the latter half is often
overlooked or forgotten. The period is viewed
as a single stretch of humming economic ac-
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tivity, but it should be looked upon as two
pretty distinct periods—the first ending in
1965 and the second covering the years since
then.

It isn’t hard to document the difference.
Without going into heavy detail, a glance at a
few key figures tells the story. The table be-
low sketches what happened between 1961
and 1965 and also the trend pattern between
1865 and the present. Defense figures repre-
sent annual spending rates. The wholesale
price index and unemployment rates are
those prepared by the Labor Department.
And the bond yield figures are averages on
high grade corporate bonds computed by
Barron's magazine.

1965 1969

Defense (hillion dollars)_...........
Prices (wholesale)

Bond (yields percent)...
Unemployment (percent)

Note the defense spending figures. Ameri-
cans are accustomed to big defense outlays,
of course. Such spending has been on a vast
scale since the start of World War II. Its
magnitude didn’t change too much, however,
between 1961 and 1965. Since then has come
the great leap of more than $30 billion to
the $81 billion stratosphere.

How much money is $81 billion? One way
to measure it would be to compare it to a
year's expenditure on all types of construc-
tion ($84 billion last year) in this country.
Add up the money spent in a full year on
bullding all the new homes, all the apart-
ment buildings, all the factories, the ware-
houses, the shopping centers, the motels, the
schools, the bridges, the highways—the whole
works from Maine to Callifornia—and you
have only slightly more than is spent on de-
fense in a year.

This kind of gigantic spending, even in the
huge American economy, carries an inflation-
ary punch of tremendous force. As long as it
continues, price restraint is not going to be
easy,

Both prices and interest rates, as reflected
in bond yields, it will be noted, also held
relatively steady in the first half of the dec-
ade. The big upturn has come since 1965.

The unemployment rate, a barometer of
the manpower pinch, has declined steadily
all through the decade—but a drop from
6.7% to 4.5% is not the same as a decline
from 4.56% down to 8.4%. Today’s unemploy-
ment rate is extremely low by historical
standards. In fact it is a rate peculiar to
Wwar periods. We have it now, we had it in the
Korean War, we had it in World War II—
and these are the only times we have had it
in the past forty years.

It is8 hard to measure precisely the direct
impact of the war effort on the country's
manpower. But it is possible to get a pretty
clear idea by noting the growth since 1964
in (1) the number of defense industry work-
ers, (2) the number of men in the military
service, and (3) the number of Defense De-
partment civilian employes. In the table be-
low, figures represent millions.

1964 1969
Defense manpower 12 1.6
Military manpower. 3.4

Department of Defense civilians. 1.0 1.3

The defense workers are those employed by
defense product industries as compiled by the
Government, and, while the workers and
their employers also make some clvilian prod-
ucts, thelr number is considered a good meas-
ure of defense work employment.

Thus a rough tabulation Indlcates that
something like 1.5 million men have been
taken out of the civillan labor force for
military-related effort since 1964. This may
not seem like many people in a big country
like this one. But it is far more than are
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employed making all the automobiles and
auto equipment (about 910,000) in the
United States. It is more than the 1.3 million
employed by all the primary metal industries
—sateel, copper, aluminum, etc.—combined.

The Far Eastern conflict, then, fuels the in-
flationary fire in two ways. It demands mas-
sive military spending. It also, in a time when
manpower is already short, adds to the pinch
by diverting men to military effort both in
the factory and in the fleld—thus stimulat-
Ing labor cost increases that are outrunning
productivity.

SP4C. GEORGE J. GOTTWALD, JR.

HON. JAMES A. BURKE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I would like to bring to the at-
tention of the membership of the House
the following material concerning Spde.
George J. Gottwald, Jr., who gave his life
for his country in Vietnam. Four veter-
ans posts and the Boston Fire Depart-
ment Band participated in an inspira-
tional ceremony honoring George J.
Gottwald, Jr. Over 1,200 people in the
Boston area attended the public dedica-
tion and some 300 guests and partici-
pants attended a buffet honoring the
Gottwald family by the Cecil W. Fogg
Legion Post of Hyde Park, Mass.

WBZ-TV did a 6-minute news special
pictorial review of the dedication cere-
monies, also attended by Specialist Four
Gottwald’s younger brother, Frederick
Gottwald, who performed the unveiling
of the sign portion of the affair. A schol-
arship fund in the name of George J.
Gottwald, Jr., has been started by the
Roslindale High School student body.

I did not want this occasion to pass
without national recognition of the su-
preme sacrifice made by this fine young
man who exemplified all that is good in
American youth:

Spr4c. GEORGE J. GOTTWALD, JR.

Born: Boston, Mass.

Educated: Boston Public Schools,

Parish: St. John Chrysostom.

Enlisted: U.S. Army, October 1966.

Parents: George J. and Caroline Gottwald,
6 Metropolitan Avenue, Roslindale.

Specialist Fourth Class George J. Gott-
wald, Jr., volunteered to lead his Platoon on
2 hazardous mission in Viet Nam and was
intercepted, intermittenly, by enemy machine
gun fire, while crawling to the ald of a
wounded Mediec. -

Wounded three times by enemy machine
gun fire, he remained undaunted—and fell
mortally wounded under heavy concentrated
enemy fire In his fourth attempt to reach
the slde of his Comrade.

Posthumously awarded the Silver Star by
direction of the President of the United
States, March B, 1968.

This Memoriam Tribute published by his
Brothers and Sisters: FPrederick, William,
Richard, Thomas, Edward, Caroline, Jean
and Denise Gottwald and distributed in
commemoration of the: George J. Gottwald,
Jr., Square,

Dedication: Sunday, March 23, 1969, 2
p.m. at the intersection of Washington Street
and Metropolitan Avenue, by the Cecil W.
Fogg American Legion Post and Affiliates.
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GeorcE J. GorrwaLp, Jr., 1948-1968, “WHo
DieEp v THE SERVICE oF His COUNTRY"

A Soldier who falls in the line of duty,
deserves our humble respect and profound
gratitude.

George J. Gottwald, Junior, was such a
soldier.

His Spirit and Courage, His Dedication to
duty, place him among the hallowed ranks
of Patriotic Americans whose unfailing Love
of Country and Loyalty to their Comrades
in Arms; have since the birth of our Country,
secured the blessings of Liberty for all
Americans.

Specialist Fourth Class George Gottwald
never planned great battles nor did he lead
an Army in the field. He did more than
that: He gave his life for his Country.

There is no greater Sacrifice.

There can be no honor pald to his Mem-
ory that can fully express how much we
revere it. Yet, the Cecil W. Fogg Post of the
American Legion, of Hyde Park, Massachu-
setts, and their Affiliates; is doing what it
can by Dedicating the George J. Gottwald,
Jr., Square, to the memory of this brave

¥.

The Leglon's National Commander Willilam
C. Doyle has sald of the Patriotism exempli-
fled by George J. Gottwald, Jr:

“It is a Respect for the Rights of our
Fellow Man. It is a Concern for Freedom of
Man, as our God given Rights; but a recog-
nition also that every Right carries with
it an accompanying Responsibility.”

George Gottwald did not shirk that Re-
sponsibility.

By his heroic act he has upheld the Honor
and Tradition of the Military Services of the
United States of Amerlca.

May every Bostonian, as he passes through
the George J. Gottwald, Jr., Square, remem-
ber the Man for whom it is named and
Soldiers like him who have Sacrificed in
order that others can enjoy the blessings
of Democracy and Freedom.

My heart goes out to Family and Friends
assembled at this Dedication.

I salute the Cecil W. Fogg Post and their
Affiliates the V.F.W. All Boston Post of Ros-
lindale, the Willlam Doyle and Irving E.
Adams Post of the Legion and the Boston
Fire Department Band for their participa-
tion at this worthy, patriotic ceremony.

It I1s my prayer that this fine American
will not have died in vain—that through
his heroism we have been brought a little
closer to a just and lasting peace.

JoHN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker, U. 8. House of Representa-
tives.

(Read by Master of Ceremonies Peter L.
Caparell at the opening of the Dedication
Ceremonies at the George J. Gottwald, Jr.,
Square., Sunday, March 23rd at 2:15 p.m.)

A PIECE OF AMERICA
(By Peter L. Caparell)

George J. Gottwald, Junior, was reared and
educated in Roslindale.

Roslindale was his corner of America.

It was here—knitted within the social fab-
ric of this ethnic community—that he de-
veloped the moral and the spiritual values
that was to be put to the supreme test in a
primitive jungle—some 8,000 miles from this
intersection.

I sald that Roslindale is an ethnic com-
munity. By that, I mean, George Gottwald
grew up with, sat in classrooms with, mingled
with and worked elbow to elbow with decent
Americans of Irish, German, Italian, Greek
and Lebanese extraction,

Right here on this little dead end strip
of Metropolitan Avenue, where he lived and
romped as a youngster: where there are no
less than eleven homes—do we find the
ethnic composition of familles of which I
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just spoke. More than that, we find repre=

sented in those eleven houses, Veterans of

World War I, IT, Korea and now Vietnam.
His next door neighbor was a World War II

Combat Medic. A neighbor who depended on

George as a youngster to do many chores for

him—and who sat for hours on the porch

telling George stories of World War IL
Is it ironic then, that George Gottwald,

Junior, died in the service of his country by

crawling to the rescue of a wounded Medic?

This is the typical American story of a
large or small community, whether it be
Roslindale—or Sweetwater, Texas, and
George Gottwald, Junior, was the typical
American boy, who hung out at the corner
drug store, lounged in the coffee shop, raised
cain in the playground and pumped gas for
his neighbors at the filling station just up
the street.

Only, what he did in Vietnam—was not
typical.

No one—who forfeits his life—in an effort
to save the life of a wounded comrade—can
be classified anything—but extraordinary.

And so, we are assembled here today, on a
holy sabbath, to pay tribute to the memory
of an outstanding, religious and dedicated
young American, who left his home on this
dead end strip as a boy and died as a hero
on a remote jungle strip.

It is this greatness of young Americans like
the George Gottwalds, that keep America
Great.

As his neighbor and adult friend, I salute
his memory with this sentiment:

The drum beats have rolled. The rifies have
barked. The bugle has sounded, and in
George Gottwald, Junior, a Piece of America
has left us.

A Pilece of America—a chip—of the fibre
of Plymouth Rock; has drifted llke a twin-
kling star into the vastness of Eternity.

George J. Gottwald, Junlor, has returned
to his maker—Maker of all men. .

(Recited by OCity Councilor Patrick F.
MecDonough, Father of the George J. Gott-
wald, Jr., Square at the Dedication Cere-
monies at the intersection of Metropolitan
Avenue and Washington Street, Roslindale,
on March 23rd at 2:30 p.m. as the Principal
Speaker.)

By DIRECTION OF THE PRESIDENT THE SILVER
STAR Is AWARDED FOR (GALLANTRY IN ACTION
AcaiNsT A HosTILE FORCE TO SP4C. GEORGE J.
GOTTWALD, JR.

On this date (2 February 1968), Speclalist
Gottwald was leading a five man reconnals-
sance patrol west of the village of An-Wy. He
had volunteered to lead the patrol into an
area where large Viet Cong forces were known
to be operating. As the small patrol was mov-
ing through the thick underbrush, they were
suddenly engaged by a large, well concealed
Viet Cong force. The initial burst of fire
wounded the medic and the patrol was forced
to move back, Speclalist Gottwald quickly
positioned the other men and advanced under
thelir cover power to his wounded medic. With
complete disregard for his personal safety,
Specialist Gottwald crawled across 35 meters
of open rice paddy. Ignoring the heavy enemy
fire, his only concern was the welfare of his
wounded comrade. His advance was met by
a hail of Viet Cong small arm fire and he
was wounded twice but continued to crawl
on. Finally, he fell mortally wounded to the
concentrated enemy fire. Specialist Gottwald
gave his life in an effort to save a fellow sol-
dier. Specialist Four Gottwald’s ungquestion-
able valor in close combat against numeri-
cally superior hostile forces is in keeping with
the finest traditions of the military service
and reflects great credit upon himself, the 1st
Infantry Division, and the United States
Army.

Authority: By direction of the President, as
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established by an Act of Congress, 9 July
1918 and USARV Message 16695, dated 1 July
1966.
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Headquarters 1st Infantry Division,
APO San Francisco.

———

RESOLUTION COMMEMORATING
BYELORUSSIAN INDEPENDENCE

HON. EDWARD J. PATTEN

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, recently I
joined my colleagues in the House to
commemorate the 51st anniversary of
independence for Byelorussia, a nation
which has been subjugated to Soviet oc-
cupation almost since its birth.

On March 23, 1969, the friends of
Byelorussia met at the Biltmore Hotel
in New York City in a commemorative
assembly to observe this anniversary
and to pledge their confinued support to
free Byelorussia from its oppressors. A
resolution was adopted by the assembly
outlining the plight of the Byelorussians
and urging the help of all free nations
to see that the injustice suffered by these
fine people is brought to an end.

At this time I would like to place the
resolution in the REcorp, so that all may
know what conditions exist in Byelorus-
sia. To my Byelorussian friends and
neighbors, I once again state my un-
ceasing and enthusiastic support in the
struggle to see their homeland once more
independent.

The resolution is as follows:
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COMMEMORA-

TIVE ASSEMBLY, CELEBRATING THE 51T AN-

NIVERSARY OF THE PROCLAMATION OF INDE-

PENDENCE OF THE BYELORUSSIAN DEMOCRATIC

REPUBLIC IN MiInsk, CAPITAL OF BYELO-

RUSSIA, ON MARCH 25, 1918

Whereas within the territorial limits of the
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic and
the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics, the
Byelorussian people are being deprived of
their natural rights and liberties to which
they are entitled as free men, and which
rights had been granted and guaranteed to
them by the Byelorusslan Democratic Re-
public in 1918—namely, those freedoms of
conscience, worship, speech, press, assembly,
petition, and the right to democratic govern-
ment and elections;

Whereas the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, administered as a colony from the
Eremlin, persists in its barbarous policies of
exploiting workers, demoralizing intellect-
uals, and subjecting the rural population to
the dehumanizing feudal system of the col-
lective farms;

Whereas Soviet Russia, with the aid and col-
laboration of her puppet regime in the BSSR,
relentlessly continues to plunder the national
resources of Byelorussia, to exploit the labor
of her people by forced productlion quotas,
and to retard and undermine the economic
development of the nation;

Whereas Soviet Russia continues to imple-
ment a genocidal policy of mass deporta-
tions of the Byelorussian population, espe-
clally its youth, to forced settlement and
russification in the arid and frozen wastes
of SBiberia and other uninhabitable areas of
the Soviet Emplire;

Whereas Soviet Russia continues to follow
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a calculated policy of national genocide
agalnst the Byelorussian people within the
frontiers of the BSSR by the consclous rus-
sification of its schools, literature, press,
radlo, institutions of higher learning, and the
complete cultural milieu of the people;

Whereas the commuist party of the BSSR,
under the tutelage of Moscow, attempts to
conceal from the peoples of the world the
political oppression, social exploitation,
moral terror, colonial pillage, and the geno-
cidal russification of the Byelorussian people
behind an elaborate screen of falacious prop-
aganda which expounds the “prosperity” that
the Byelorussian people supposedly attained
under the communist system. This dissemi-
nation of propaganda is especially intense
this year which marks the fiftieth anniversary
of the Bolshevik proclamation of the Byel-
orussian Sociallst Republic on January 1,
1919 in Smolensk, as a prelude to the Red
aggression against the new Byelorussian
Democratic Republic to quench the spark of
freedom before it engulfed the yet unstable
communist empire.

Whereas the Byelorussian people have val-
fantly persisted in their fifty-year struggle
against an allen form of despotism imposed
upon them by Soviet Russia at a sacrifice
of millions of lives felled before innumerable
firing squads and lost to starvation and dis-
ease in the concentration camps of Siberla;

Now therefore, we, the participants of this
Commemorative Assembly observing today,
on the 23rd of March 19869 in the City of
New York, at the Hotel Biltmore, the Fifty-
First Anniversary of the Proclamation of
Byelorussian Independence on March 25,
1918, do hereby unanimously indict before
the peoples and nations of the world, the
Union of Sovlet Soclalist Republics and its
colonial puppets in the Byelorussian Soviet
Soclalist Republic of perpetrating the unil-
versally condemned crime of genocide against
the Byelorussian people by consclously pur-
suing policles which are calculated ulti-
mately to result in the total ethnic annihila-
tion of the Byelorussian people; further-
more—

We appeal to the Byelorussian people not
to lose hope and to continue their arduous
opposition to Soviet attempts to destroy
Byelorussia as a nation; and we hereby pledge
our support of their struggle for self-preser-
vation by all possible means within our
power;

We appeal to all peoples who value the
principles of freedom, justice and democratic
government to utilize all possible means to
aid the Byelorussian people in their difficult
and unequal struggle with the tenaclous
communist despotism emanating from the
EKremlin;

We appeal to all the free nations of the
world to speak in the United Nations in be-
half of the Byelorussian people and to pro-
test against Moscow's genocidal policles di-
rected at the ethnic annihilation of Byelo-
russia, and to demand from the Government
of the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics
to return to all the captive nations of the
Soviet Empire, among them Byelorussia,
their freedom which was wrenched from the
young nations half a century ago by the
“liberating” Bolshevik armies. We appeal to
the free nations of the world because, al=-
though the BSSR has a seat in the United
Nations, the Byelorussian people are not rep-
resented by a delegate who speaks out in
their defense, but by a servile traitor whose
only function at the international assembly
is to parrot the Kremlin’s destructive direc-
tives.

We earnestly hope and pray that, with
God’s help and the help of people of good
will in the United States of America and
around the globe, 1t will be possible in the
near future for the Byelorussian people to
rise up from their servile condition imposed
upon them by Soviet Russia, and for Byelo-
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russia to regain her rightful place within a
community of independent and sovereign
states.
Viap KuryLo,
Chairman.

HI-SHEAR CORP. CHOSEN SUPPLIER
OF THE YEAR

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to commend the
Hi-Shear Corp. of Torrance, Calif.,
which has just been chosen “Supplier of
the Year” by the Martin Marietta Corp.
This is the highest award the Martin
Co. has for superior supplier perform-
ance.

Hi-Shear Corp. was chosen for its out-
standing performance in supplying Mar-
tin Marietta with explosively actuated
separation nuts on the Titan III space
launch vehiecle which was built in Den-
ver for the U.S. Air Force.

The Torrance company was selected
for this top award from thousands of
firms supplying goods and services to
Martin Marietta. The award is part of
the firm’s continuing zero defects pro-
gram encouraging defect-free crafts-
manship and performances.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to congratulate
the Hi-Shear Corp. for this outstanding
award and for its continued exemplary
contribution to our Nation's aerospace
effort.

Since the beginning of our space pro-
gram, Hi-Shear has provided fastening
systems and separation devices for nearly
every space probe, including the Mariner
fly-by of Mars and the Surveyor series
of moon landings.

This dynamic company has moved
forward for 25 years of continued prog-
ress and contribution to the aero-space
program under the able leadership of its
President, Mr. George S. Wing.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to salute this
outstanding company on the occasion of
its selection as “Supplier of the Year.”
I would like to include in the Recorp
a review of Hi-Shear’'s operations over
the past year:

REVIEW OF OPERATIONS
MARKETING

The expanding market for Hi-Shear prod-
ucts galned momentum in fiscal 1967-1968.
The increased acceptance of Hi-Shear fas-
tener systems throughout the aerospace in-
dustry, particularly in large jet transport
design, both military and commercial, re-
sulted In net sales of $23,326,260. At fiscal
year-end the company’s backlog stood at an
all time high of approximately $15 million.

Hi-Bhear Corporation’s products are mar-
keted by its own technical sales organization
throughout the United States and in Europe,
Australia and the Far East. Our customers
ineclude all of the major aerospace companies
and many of thelr subcontractors. Hi-Shear
products are also used by jet engine manu-
facturers, the shipbuilding Industry, and the
electronic Industry.

Throughout the company’s 25 years of serv-
ice to the designers and builders of aerospace
machines, Hi-Shear Corporation has been
able to offer a distinguished and growing line
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of proprietary products. These products are
protected by approximately seventy-five
United States patents and a greater number
of foreign patents.

Today's total aerospace fastener market is
estimated to be two hundred million dollars
annually. Hi-Shear's fiscal 1967-1968 sales
represent approximately 12 per cent of this
market. Our increased marketing efforts lead
us to believe that our products will become
a greater part of this growing market.

Significant representative domestic aero-
space programs using Hi-Shear products are
the commercial jet airliners, i.e., Boeing serles
707, 727, 737, and the Jumbo 747 S8T; Doug-
las DC-8, standard and stretched versions,
DC-9 plus the newly-designed DC-10 and
Lockheed L1011 which is in the design stage.
Also, Lockheed’s huge military logistic trans-
port, the C5A, is a large user of Hi-Shear
fastening systems, Smaller commercial air-
craft are also assembled with Hi-Shear prod-
ucts, For instance, the Grumman Gulf
Stream II is literally held together with “Hi-
Lok" fasteners.

The company is directing a concerted sales
effort toward penetration of the precision bolt
market through its Six-Wing bolt line. The
sale of engine bolts is increasing.

All military aircraft produced today use
Hi-Shear products. Helicopters as well as cer=
tain military land vehicles are now taking
advantage of the improved assembly tech-
niques realized by using Hi-Shear fasteners.

The increased activity in the design and
construction of more sophisticated Navy ves-
sels, such as the DE, by Todd Shipyards, is
creating an increased demand for our prod-
ucts in that industry. Hi-Shear’'s explosively
actuated devices and other ordnance prod-
ucts continue to be important to the space
achievements of this country.

Hi-Shear Corporation’s marketing actlivity
includes extensive domestic and forelgn ad-
vertising, as well as participation in major
trade shows in the United States and foreign
markets.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS

Sales of Hi-Shear products continue to ex-
pand in foreign markets. As U.S. jet airliners
continue to be purchased by foreign carriers
and U.S. alrlines extend their overseas routes,
the need for our company's products at serv-
ice points throughout the world increases
also. Hi-Shear products are used extensively
in the Concorde Supersonic Transport and
are being designed into alreraft in England,
Europe and Japan. Wherever foreign alrcraft
are being designed among the friendly na-
tions, Hi-Shear products are marketed by
our company.

ENGINEERING

For the past twenty-five years, Hi-Shear
has emphasized the engineering aspect of its
operations. Our reputation for technical
competence stems from our abllity to antici-
pate our customers’ needs in the improve-
ment of existing products and the develop-
ment of new ones.

The exacting demands of the aerospace in-
dustry have been met by a corresponding
speclalization in the organization of Hi-
Shear's Engineering department. The past
year witnessed the emergence of two sep-
arate and distinct departments—Production
Engineering and Development Engineering.

Production Engineering expanded its man-
power last year and successfully maintained
the company’'s existing product lines to sat-
isfy customers’' requirements, Development
of specialized installation tools is a prime
function of Production Engineering and it
is in this area that Hi-Shear continues to
lead the entire fastener industry.

Again reflecting the company's emphasis
on product development, Development Engi-
neering manpower was Increased substan-
tially. The shop attached to this department
was moved into new, expanded quarters and
new machinery was assigned to exclusively
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serve this area. The significance of these
changes during the past year is that the de-
velopment of new products can now be ac-
complished entirely within the Engineering
Department, thus eliminating costly inter-
ruptions in Manufacturing schedules and
reducing the time necessary to prove a prod-
uct before it goes into production. The ulti-
mate beneficiaries of all this are the com-
pany’s customers who gain a better product
in less time at reduced cost.

Hi-Shear's constant search for better ways
to serve its customers has earned its valued
reputation for technical competence and en-
gineering know how.

ORDNANCE DIVISION

During the past fiscal year, Ordnance com=-
pleted its first full year as a separate operat-
ing division of the company and made no-
table strides in the development of Electro
Explosive devices. In the chronicle of the
company’s history “from Mustang to the
Moon,” this division contributed significant-
ly to the success of the Surveyor series of
moon landings.

Additionally, in NASA’s Mariner III space
project, the Hi-Shear Ordnance Division’s
power cartridges were commanded to func-
tion after mearly three years in deep space.
The cartridges performed perfectly to re-
actuate the course correction system.

Other achievements of the Ordnance Divi-
sion during the year are highlighted as fol-
lows: Development of a highly efficient com-
pact Laser Initiated Ordnance System which
uses a laser beam to ignite explosives; selec-
tion by NASA from a large field of competi-
tors to develop the Standard Exploding
Bridgewire Initiator; development of an in-
cendiary destruct package for protecting
classified information and equipment in air-
craft from capture; advances in technigues
for the metalizing and bonding capability of
ceramics; development of a complete line of
underwater release systems urgently needed

in underseas exploration programs; plus nu-
merous other projects of a highly-classified
nature,

MANUFACTURING

The flexibility of this important area of
operations in meeting sharply increased pro-
duction volume during fiscal 1967-68 is evi-
dence of management's ability to plan ahead.

During the past year, the company's fa-
cilities were again expanded with the ac-
quisition of 64,000 square feet of space which
is a substantial increase when added to the
50,000 square feet of new plant space con-
structed during the previous year. Plant ex-
pansions of this magnitude have stepped up
Manufacturing’s capaclity to produce and
deliver Hi-Shear products in the tradition
of excellence which has prevailed for the past
quarter of a century.

High-lighting Manufacturing’s greatly ex-
panded capabilities are other important fac-
tors such as the following:

Capital equipment—For the third con-
secutive year, expenditures in excess of one
million dollars were authorized by manage-
ment for new production machinery. Fur-
thermore, a capital investment of a like
amount is scheduled for the current fiscal
year.

Personnel—While investments in plant
and machinery are obviously vital to the
success of any manufacturing operation, an
equally important factor involves the hu-
man element. From the very beginning back
in 1943, Hi-Shear's management has placed
top priority on programs concerned with
the welfare and training of company per-
sonnel. This investment in people has en-
abled the company to draw from its own
ranks to fill the sharply increased demand
for skilled manpower. Thus a substantial
expansion in production personnel during
the past year was accomplished with a
minimum of outside recruliting for skilled
workers,
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Automation and cost reduction—For many
years, the company has conducted extensive
effort in this area. The evaluation of man-
power efficlency and machine utilization is
a never-ending process. The results more
than justify the effort, The gains in efficiency
and improved production methods are largely
responsible for the company’s ability to
maintain its competitive edge in the in-
dustry.

QUALITY ASSURANCE RELIABILITY

With the step up In operations, Quality
Assurance moved into expanded and thor-
oughly modernized quarters during the past
year. The personnel complement increased
and the finest equipment available was place
at their disposal.

All this is vital to the success of the com-
pany's effort to maintain and improve prod-
uct quality and integrity. Consequently, Hi-
Shear’s product rejection rate is among the
lowest in the Industry and has resulfed in
awards for quality by many distinguished
customers.

Space age complexities continue to impose
more exacting and stringent requirements on
the company’s existing products as well as
on new products under development. Such
requirements include greatly expanded per-
formance parameters for spacecraft which is
our training ground for modern commercial
aircraft.

In the vitally important area of materials
development, a new titanium alloy was intro-
duced last year which is now in quantity
production for the Lockheed Company's C-5A
airplane. Also, a high-strength stainless steel
introduced recently is now rapidly replacing
non-stainless steels. Such items serve to ex-
pand Hi-Shear's product line and, of course,
its sales volume.

The essential function of assuring the
guality and integrity of its products has been
well recognized by Hi-Shear's management.
Such recognition has contributed in no small
measure to the company’s long-standing rep-
utation for the technical excellence of its
entire product line.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Employment—From a mere handful of
people back in 1943, Hi-Shear now provides
jobs for over 1200 people.

Personnel turnover during the past year
continued to reflect a lower than average
rate compared with the surrounding South-
ern California Labor Market. Contributing
to the successful recruiting and retention of
highly-skilled production employees is the
fact that earnings of Hi-Shear employees are
substantially higher than those reported by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics for U.S. man-
ufacturing in general.

Continuing progress has been made under
the company’s Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity program in the hiring and promotion
of minority group members in all job cate-
gories.

Employee benefits—Hi-Shear employees
enjoy an outstanding company-sponsored
benefit program which compares very favor-
ably with programs offered by other major
industrial employers in the Southern Cali-
fornia area. During fiscal 1967-68 company
contributions to employee benefit programs
amounted to over one milllon dollars. The
major share of this expenditure was directed
to the Hi-Shear Profit Sharing Plan to which
the company contributed a total of 472,500,
of which amount, 8447.600 went to employees
other than company officers. Employee bene-
fit programs are continually reviewed to as-
sure their adequacy in fulfilling company
objectives and to assure alignment with con-
temporary industry trends.

Employee activities—Hi-Shear-sponsored
employee activity programs are designed to
include a full range of individual and family
events. These include the Annual Summer
Picnic and Children’s Christmas Party plus
team competition in golf, bowling and darts.
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Safety—During the year, the company con-
tinued to implement extensive employee-
oriented safety programs. These programs
have been very successful in maintaining
high industrial safety standards and in mini-
mizing the number of job-related accidents.
Last year the company again received awards
from the Los Angeles Chapter of the National
Safety Council for its outstanding employee
safety record.

Training—During the past fiscal year, the
company continued to expand its employee
training programs. Both on-the-job and su-
pervisory training programs have been con-
ducted which have helped to increase the
skill level of production employees and first
line supervision.

Future employee training plans contem-
plate additional programs that will enable
Hi-Shear to continue its growth in a fast-
moving and highly-competitive technical in-
dustry.

PLAYING IT BOTH WAYS

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s
Washington Post carried an important
editorial on the performance of the
Nixon administration in the area of
civil rights. Those of us in and out of
Congress who have followed the activi-
ties of the administration in this area
are well aware that the record is spotty
at best and in many respects very dis-
couraging.

I have been deeply concerned about
the action—or in some cases, inac-
tion—of this administration in the con-
tract compliance and school desegrega-
tion programs. The cavalier treatment
accorded the very able Chairman of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, Mr. Clifford Alexander, was
most unfortunate. One would hope that
the civil rights record of the Nixon ad-
ministration in the less than 3 months
it has been in office—as discouraging as
it has been—can be attributed to in-
sensitivity and not design. If it is in-
sensitive to the needs of minority citi-
zens, then perhaps editorials such as
that in yesterday’s Washington Post
will help to show the administration the
error of its ways.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Post ed-
itorial of Sunday, April 13, to any of our
colleagues who may have missed it and
include it as part of my remarks at this
point in the Recorp. The editorial fol-
lows:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 13, 1969]
THE PRESIDENT AND CIviL RIGHTS LAW
“The laws have caught up with our con-

sclence,” President Nixon said in his inaug-
ural address. “What remains is to give life to
what is in the law: to ensure at last that as
all are born equal in dignity before God, all
are born equal in dignity before man.” Giving
“life to what is in the law"—the formulation
was an excellent one, clear and to the point.
But Administration execution of the Presi-
dent's inaugural dictum has been something
else again, an uneven performance and
seemingly a directionless one, marked by
rude, unsettling swings back and forth be-
tween upholding the law and temporizing
about it.
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To the extent that this can be called a
policy, it 1s a policy of ambiguity, one which
can only produce losers and not just among
the black Americans whose rights and op-
portunities are at stake. For it is hard to see
how the Administration can bring anything
but trouble to itself—discontent and dis-
appointment on all sides—by falling to give
out & clear and unambiguous signal in this
matter.

The latest in the serles of troubling epl-
sodes concerns the resignation of Clifford L.
Alexander Jr. as chairman of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission. Mr,
Alexander, a Negro and a Democratlic Ad-
ministration appointee, pointed out the im-
plications that must be drawn from the fact
that the White House had announced its
intention to replace him the day after he
had been the object of a viclous attack by
Benator Dirksen for his efforts to enforce
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, Senator
Dirksen having also suggested that he would
talk to the right person in the Administra-
tion and see to it that the likes of Mr. Alex-
ander would be fired. Mr. Alexander, in his
resignation remarks, also charged the Ad-
ministration with having omitted from its
goals the vigorous enforcement of the “laws
on employment discrimination.”

President Nixon, it should be noted, had
no obligation to retain Mr. Alexander in the
chairman’s post. But to have so entirely
failed to support Mr. Alexander at a mo-
ment when he was under this kind of attack
is another matter. Like so many other as-
pects of the Administration’s mixed per-
formance in this field, the best construc-
tion one can put on it is that nothing more
sinister than inadvertence and insensitivity
underlay it. That was the best that could
have been said, for instance, of the Defense
Department’s cavaller approach to the let-
ting of contracts to three Southern firms
which were out of compliance with civil
rights standards. That situation has now
been in large measure retrieved, but it shook
confidence sufficlently to have prompted a
lawsuit on the part of the NAACP Legal De-
fense Fund which will seek to have the con-
tracts revoked.

The one place where there has been evi-
dence of firmness is at HEW where Secretary
Finch has moved ahead on fund cut-offs
from Southern school districts that disre-
gard the provisions of the law and has made
some irreproachable appointments to the
offices charged with carrying out civil rights
policy. But even at HEW, there has been a
slow infusion of appointees (with or without
the Secretary's unequivocal blessing is not
clear) whose presence suggests that the Ad-
ministration is trying to have it both ways
and to please Its unpleasable constituents
in the South.

The point is that the Administration can-
not afford an inadvertent or insensitive ap-
proach to these questions—much less an
artfully misleading one. President Nizon still
has much to do to galn the confidence of
those citizens who will be most profoundly
affected by any undermining of the laws and
regulations on the books. Moreover, lacking
8s he does in present circumstances the
funds to affirm his commitment to their
well-belng by moving ahead with the sub-
stantive domestic programs legislated in the
past several years, he has a speclal obliga-
tion to affirm that commitment by way of
uncompromised and unequivocal support of
the laws that define and protect their rights.

Finally, there is the plain fact that by
playing it both ways or even suggesting the
poesibility of a weakness of resolve, Mr.
Nixon can only exclte hopes he will ulti-
mately be unable to fulfill on the part of
those communities, corporations and public
institutions that are still resisting imple-
mentation of our eivil rights laws.

It will be tough politics, but good politics,
when the Administration decides that its
business is precisely what the President said:
giving life to what is in the law.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

PLAN TO CLOSE JOB CENTER DIMS
SELFP-BETTERMENT HOPE

HON. HAROLD T. JOHNSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, in the past few days an order
has been issued to close 57 Job Corps
centers throughout the Nation. Bearing
the brunt of these closings are the con-
servation centers, three of which are
located in the Second Congressional Dis-
trict which I represent.

When I first learned of the proposal to
close these centers I immediately ap-
pealed to President Nixon commenting:

It is tragic that this program should be
crippled now that it has proven itself by
combining education with good hard work to
provide young men with an opportunity to
become self-respecting, self-supporting, con-
tributing members of soclety.

Bearing with my concern are the feel-
ings of the communities, the center per-
sonnel, and the Job Corpsmen them-
selves. This feeling has been captured
extremely well by Mr. Julian Fein of the
McClatchy Newspapers Service in Son-
ora, Calif., which is located close to
one of the centers, Five Mile Camp, op-
erated by the Forest Service with a
training program instituted by the
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert at
this point in the Recorp this fine article
which appeared in the Modesto Bee of
April 11, 1969:

SonNorRa—Part of the American dream is
the hope for self-betterment and such a con-
cept yesterday was badly shaken for young
men of the Five Mile Job Corps Conservation
Center upon learning their facility will be
closed down.

For the hope of getting ahead recently had
come to the corpsmen who a few months ago
were deep in the misery of bleak city slums
or half-starving in rural pockets of poverty.

With the help of counselors and teachers
who have been charting brave new horizons
in instructing the supposedly unteachable,
corpsmen had started to believe they could
become part of the “establishment,” instead
of llving outside of it.

Both staff and corpsmen allke were
stunned at news media reports saylng the
Five Mile Center was Included in the faclli-
tles across the nation that would be closed
as part of President Richard Nixon’s economy
drive.

EXPLAINS NEWS

Dick Broderick, a corpsmen supervisor and
on first name terms with most of his men,
gently told the corpsmen gathered under
the tall pine trees what the news media
were saying.

“The Unlted States government usually
does not conduct its business like this"
Broderick sald by way of explaining that no
official word had come on the closedown.,

And Robert Royer, center director, also
was saying much the same thing to the cen-
ter staff of 46 employes.

Corpsmen who have been at the center for
several months came up with almost a stand-
ard reaction. They sald “there are golng to
be a lot of kids roaming around in the
streets, getting into trouble. These kids are
going to end up in prison or on welfare

and it's going to cost money to keep them
there. The money should be spent here to

keep them out of frouble and teach them
how to live.”
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But for the newcomers, there was almost
no reaction at all, almost a passive resigna-
tion that still another good thing in life was
going to slip by them.

HARD TO BELIEVE

Staff members found it hard to believe that
authorities could turn a deaf ear to the needs
of the children of the poor.

They feel the job corps has done an excel-
lent job for the young men of providing the
speclalized help, starting with developing a
positive attitude and ending with vocational
instruction leading to jobs.

Counselors and teachers repeatedly pointed
out that by using new technigues, there is
not much point in starting vocational train-
ing. Standard teaching methods used in
public schools have falled with the corpsmen
who are all school dropouts.

Robert Royer who has been center director
since the facllity started three and one half
years ago says the Job Corps program has
been “successful in making productive citi-
zens out of what otherwise would be liabili-
tles.”

“These kids,” Royer adds, “are deprived
soclally as well as economically. They come
from families so deprived soclally they don't
know how to get out of the rut.

“Unless they can get some advantages,
these youngsters will be carried on welfare or
end up in prison.”

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Royer lists the accomplishments of the
center. More than 1,000 youngsters have com-
pleted the program, 800 of these have jobs.

A new carpentry program under union
supervision has graduated to jobs 11 young-
sters before they completed the one year pro-
gram and 25 more are expected to finish.

The center, located in the Stanislaus Na-
tional Forest, has put in $400,000 worth of
improvements in the forest. With forest
budget limitations, the work would not have
been possible without the Job Corps, Forest
Supervisor Harry Grace says.

The Five Mile Center spends $700,000 a
year, mostly in Tuolumne County and the
corpsmen unload a good part of their £4,500
monthly spending money in the county.

Typical of corpsmen reaction after finding
out the center was slated to close was this
from an 1B-year old Los Angeles lad: “I've
got it made now, have just finished the car-
penter course and will be going home to
work, I feel like a new man, But the others,
they still need help.”

DON'T CLOSE DOWN

A 1T7-year old Richmond boy who dropped
out of school at 10th grade sald: “I need a
new start, I want to get into something so I
can make a llving. Don't close us down.”

An 18-year old Red Bluff boy who quit
school at the 11th grade. “I'm learning how
to be a cook here. Other kids need a break
too. If you don't help them, they are going
to steal and rob to live.”

From a 16-year old SBouth Carolina boy who
quit school at the ninth grade: “I was walk-
ing the streets and getting into trouble until
I came here. I hope to get In with the for-
estry fire fighters after finishing training.
Many kids need this center. Keep it open.”

The corpsmen agreed that they did not get
along at publle school. “Teachers trled to
cram it down our throats, couldn’t get along
with the teachers, the teachers did not care,
never could get on to reading fast enough,”
are typical comments,

Royer says the Job Corps 1s taking over the
rejects of the public school system—a system
that does not have the time, the money and
even sometimes lacks the desire to create the
speclal programs needed.

PRAISE CORPS
The youngsters praised the Job Corps sys-
tem of teaching which is based on the ability
of each student to progress at his own rate of
speed.
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Richard Jeffs, principal of the school at the
center, says a good part of developing these
youngsters is to show them society cares.
“And we do care,” says Jefls.

Many of our students, Jeffs explains, “have
felt unwanted since they were 6 or 7 years
old. Unwanted at home, unwanted at school,
they find companionship and trouble roam-
ing the streets.

“Looking at this just from an economic
point of view—and there is a lot more to life
than economics—consider the cost of sup-
porting these kids on welfare the rest of their
life or the cost of keeping them in prison.
The Job Corps is a bargain when you com-
pare it to the alternatives.

“But let's look at this from the moral point
of view. Do we have the right to bypass the
25 per cent of our nation who are deprived?
Do we have the right not to make assets out
of these people.”

CITES SUCCESS

Cornell Harvell, who left a teaching job in
a slum to instruct at the Five Mile Center,
summed it up this way:

“The Job Corps has been a success. If the
centers are closed down with nothing to re-
place them, it will be the most disgusting
thing that has ever happened.”

Maurice Marsolais, a counselor and former
correctional officer and former probation offi-
cer, says it is more difficult to work with men
in prison. “Reaching a person already con-
fined is so much harder because soclety has
slapped him down, there are just more ob-
stacles to be overcome.”

Royer, a former assistant superintendent at
a facility of the California Youth Authority,
says corpsmen are far more responsive than
the wards of CYA.

Howard Comstock, who has nothing to do
with the Job Corps, is in full agreement with
Royer and Marsolais,

Comstock is superintendent of the Slerra
Conservation Center near Jamestown oper-
ated by the State Department of Corrections.

Comstock says, “I belleve in the Job Corps.
Get those kids off the streets, get them out
of their environment, give them the training
and education to give them a better chance
in life.

“They will have less chance of being cor-
rectly oriented if you wait until they are in
a correctlve Institution to begin their train-
mg_n

As a 17-year-old corpsman from Kentucky
said, “Why do they spend billions of dollars
on airplanes and guns. We need it more here
at home. I can't figure it out.”

VERMONT REPUBLICANS HONOR
JEFFERSON'S BIRTHDAY

HON. ROBERT T. STAFFORD

OF VERMONT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, last
Sunday, April 13, marked the 226th anni-
versary of the birth of one of the great-
est of all Americans, Thomas Jefferson.
While most Americans pay annual re-
spects to the memory of Washington and
Linecoln, only rarely does Mr. Jefferson
get the commemoration he so deserves.

Thus, it was a special pleasure for me
to be present last Wednesday night at an
extraordinary dinner honoring Mr. Jef-
ferson’s birth. It was extraordinary for
two reasons: it was held in my State of
Vermont, far from Jefferson’s Virginia,
and it was sponsored by the Vermont Re-
publican State Committee.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Governor of Vermont and other
distinguished speakers there observed
how the spirit of Jefferson formed so
fundamental a part of the belief and
platform of the Republican Party of the
1850's whose first Presidential platform
pledged the restoration of the action of
the Federal Government to the princi-
ples of Washington and Jefferson.

Perhaps the commemoration of Jeffer-
son's birthday once again by Republicans
in my small State of Vermont will herald
a rebirth of interest in his principles
among Republicans everywhere.

Congratulatory telegrams were re-
ceived from Republican National Chair-
man Ray C. Bliss and from President
Nixon. Speakers included Gov. Dean
Davis and State representative John
MeLaughry of Kirby.

YOU HAVE A CHOICE
HON. GUY VANDER JAGT

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, on
February 19, 1969, was Senior Govern-
ment Day for Newaygo County, Mich.
Chris Johnson, a senior at Freemont High
School, spoke briefly to his fellow school-
mates. His main interests are political
science, forensics, and military history.
Chris plans to study law and engage in
governmental work. Chris has received
several awards for outstanding achieve-
ment in his school work and activities.

Because of the vitally important na-
ture of Senior Government Day, I ask
unanimous consent that remarks by
Chris be printed in the Recorp.

You Have A CHOICE

I think it is obvious to almost everyone
these days that the fate of America truly
rests in our hands—the youth of America.
Her destiny is our destiny; the challenges
that will be disclosed here today are those
we will have to contend with. And we can
solve this fate, this destiny, this challenge
in one of three ways: apathy, totalitarianism,
or democracy.

If we become apathetic we are going to
wind up with a corrupt, inefficient, tyran-
nical government—with a populace which
just does not care. If we take totalitarlanism
we are going to wind up with a corrupt,
inefficlent tyrannical government—with peo-
ple condoning, yea, supporting it! But if
we choose democracy, then the doctrines and
truths of ancient Greece will again be the
rules by which all men live.

There are many today who dislike gov-
ernment, decrylng it as being all politics.
These people, apparently, are unaware of the
f~ct that government touches all life today;
if one takes no part in government one takes
no part in life. So, what are your interests?
The armed forces? There is a discussion
group on that here today. Politles? So, too,
a group on that. Health? Education? Wel-
fare? You name it; today, too, you may
discuss it.

In fact, for better or worse, government,
today controls our destiny—we no longer
do so directly. If you want to control your
destiny then you had better control your
government. But just as government deter-
mines our fate, we control that of the gov-
ernment, and we can control it apathetically,
totalitarianistically, or democratically. To
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borrow a phrase colned by Gerald Ford on
behalf of our generation: “Give us the
tools we will build tomorrow.”

Today, February 19, 1969, Senior Govern-
ment Day for Newaygo County, is a day when
we find out just how much of a tomorrow
we are capable of building.

I thank you!

EMPLOYMENT DISRUPTION
INSURANCE

HON. GARRY BROWN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I am introducing today legislation which
would authorize Federal credit unions to
provide employment disruption insur-
ance to their member-borrowers.

Purchase of this insurance would be
entirely voluntary on the part of a credit
union borrower and would provide for the
payment of the borrower's obligations to
the credit union in the event of the dis-
ruption of his employment due to per-
sonal disability. The cost of such insur-
ance, at the option of the member, could
be paid in cash, by share withdrawal, or
could be included in the borrower’s loan
repayment schedule.

State-chartered credit unions in Mich-
igan and many other States are author-
ized to facilitate their members’ pur-
chases of such insurance, but the Bureau
of Federal Credit Unions has ruled that
Federal credit unions do not have this
authority and has opposed, or failed to
recognize the benefit of, this type of in-
surance. Yet the desirability of this in-
surance which will permit a borrower to
protect in advance against a hardship of
unemployment caused by personal dis-
ability seems obvious to me. At a time
when Government is considering extend-
ing its disability plans through social se-
curity, it is no time for Government to
prohibit or impede the workingman from
anticipating a “rainy day’ and protect-
ing himself through a private insurance
plan against a loss of earnings due to dis-
ability. Government should not discour-
age but should encourage individuals to
help themselves and should engage the
private sector whenever and wherever
possible.

The fact, too, that some Federal credit
unions have already, or may decide to,
become State-chartered credit unions in
order to avail themselves of this insur-
ance, is proof of its benefits and of the
desires of many credit union members.
The Federal bureaucracy should not
stand in the way of the workingman
who is thoughtful enough to protect him-
self against personal financial hardship.

Mr. Speaker, the provisions of my bill
successfully passed the House of Repre-
sentatives as an amendment to the com-
plex Federal credit union legislation we
considered at the end of the 90th Con-
gress. The Senate bill, however, con-
tained no comparable provision, and the
amendment was deleted in conference.
The merits of this proposal deserve to be
considered as separate legislation, and I
am hopeful that the majority of my col-
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leagues will join me and support this
voluntary, but most desirable, insurance
plan.

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
AMERICAN LEGION

HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR.

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, this year 1969
marks the 50th anniversary of the Amer-
jean Legion. I am proud to be a member
of this fine organization that exempli-
fies the best values in America, patri-
otism and service to the community and
their fellowman. I am equally proud to
be the son of one of the founding mem-
bers of the American Legion and the au-
thor of the Preamble to the Constitution
of the American Legion.

The Lafayette Post of the American
Legion held a celebration of the 50th an-
niversary on Tuesday evening, March 11,
1969. The speaker that evening was my
father, the Honorable Hamilton Fish,
Sr., who many of my colleagues will re-
member from their service with him dur-
ing his long service in this body.

Mr. Speaker, it gives me a great
amount of pleasure to insert his speech
at this point in the REcorb:

SpeecH oF HonN. HaMmnton FISH AT THE
LAFAYETTE PosT CELEBRATION OF THE 60TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE AMERICAN LEGION IN
PoUGcHKEEPSIE, N.Y., MArcH 11, 1969

I am greatly honored in being invited to
joln the Lafayette Post of Poughkeepsie In
celebrating the golden anniversary of the
American Legion. As one of its founders, I
have seen it grow from a small acorn into a
mighty oak of power, influence and as a
steadfast bulwark of our Constitutional and
representative government and for the prin-
ciples of freedom, justice, democracy, pa-
triotism and Americanism. It is, with its
1,700 Posts and 3 million members, the great-
est organization in the United States, if not
in the world, composed of war veterans who
have returned to civilian life.

It might interest members of the Legion in
Dutchess County and the public, to know
something about the origin of the Leglon and
the formation of its time-tested and time-
honored Preamble.

The Legion birth took place in Paris on
March 15, 1919 when representatives of the
various military units met to consider the
formation of a veteran organization. The
meeting, consisting of several hundred, de-
cided on the name of The American Legion,
and wrote a temporary Declaration of Prin-
ciples and formed temporary committees to
organize a meeting of World I veterans on a
large scale in the United States within the
next few months. Like all organizations, it
was In the beginning small, but showed
great wisdom not only in the choice of a
name, but in its appointment of temporary
committees which successfully organized the
great meeting held in St. Louis on May 8, 9,
and 10th in 1919.

Those who are interested in the details of
the Paris Conference, should read the March
edition of the American Legion Magazine.
The origin and formation of the Preamble
which is the very foundation and life-blood
of every American Legion Post took place at
St. Louis and not in Paris or elsewhere.

I was a delegate to the St. Louis Caucus
from the Putnam-Dutchess District and was
appointed to the Committee on the Consti-
tution. The Chairman of that committee,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Mr. Haines of Maine, for some reason I never
knew, appointed me Chairman of the Sub-
committee to write the Preamble and au-
thorized me to appoint the two other mem-
bers. I appointed Col. John Greenway of
Arizona, who served in the Roosevelt Rough
Riders and was a Colonel in World War I
He was a Yale athlete and one of the fore-
most mining engineers in Arizona. His statue
today stands in World War I uniform in Stat-
uary Hall in the Capital at Washington as one
of the two representatives of the State of Arl-
zona, The other was Judge Davis of Oregon
who was then living in Delaware. The three
of us wrote the Preamble that is known to
every Legionnaire. I was a very great ad-
mirer of Theodore Roosevelt, one of our most
courageous and greatest American Presidents.
I knew that Greenway and Davis were also
admirers of President Theodore Roosevelt and
would help write a dynamic, forward-looking
American Preamble,

It has been customary to give most of the
credit to the Chairman of a committee, but
I have always tried to give credit to both
Jack Greenway and George Davis for their
contribution in writing the Preamble. It was
the brainchild of all three of us and all
contributed important parts of it.

When it was finally perfected, I gave it to
the Chairman of the Committee on the Con-
stitution, Mr. Haines and his committee sug-
gested a minor amendment which was ac-
ceptable to me, and then Mr. Haine pre-
sented it to the delegates of the convention
for their approval, which was given unani-
mously. There never has been any change
since that day in the Preamble, except to add
an “s" to war. An effort was made by Eric
Fisher Wood who was Secretary of the Paris
Conference to substitute a new Preamble
written by Elihu Root, former Secretary of
State and a very eminent lawyer. This substi-
tute was presented to the Resolutions Com-
mittee. I told the entire story about the cre-
ation of the Legion Preamble and the mean-
ing of its various paragraphs and when the
vote was taken, the only vote cast for the
substitute Preamble by Mr. Root was by
Eric Fisher Wood. President Truman and
General Pershing have both publicly stated
that the American Legion Preamble was one
of our greatest American charters, and others
have referred to it as one of the finest ex-
amples of American literature.

Many Legionnaires have claimed directly
and indirectly to having something to do
with the writing of the Preamble, but as
Chairman of the Committee of three, I want
to make it clear that no one else participated
in any way in writing the Preamble.

The Preamble today represents the views,
sentiments and the policles of all Legion-
naires, no matter what party they belong to
and regardless of race, color or creed. The
Preamble has become almost immortal and is
today part and parcel of the Leglon, and as
long as freedom prevails, the Preamble and
the Legion will survive. But if freedom falls,
then the Legion and the Preamble will cease
to exist, The Legion is dedicated to the pres-
ervation of freedom and democracy and I
mean by freedom, free speech, free press,
freedom of religion, freedom to travel, free-
dom from fear of concentration and slave
labor camps and tyrannieal totalitarian Com-
munist Governments, The only thing that
Communism fears besides armed force is the
spread of freedom. That is the reason that
Moscow sent the Communist armies into
Czechoslovakia. They knew that If freedom
succeeded there, that Communism was
doomed in all the satellite nations and even-
tually in Soviet Russia.

I am opposed to any nuclear war except In
defense, but firmly urge that we support a
massive freedom barrage not only in the
United States, but throughout the satellite
nations, Soviet Russla and China. If Soviet
Russia and the satellite nations removed
their iron curtains, a large part of their pop-
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ulation would leave to live in free nations,
which support civil rights and freedom.

Sirhan Sirhan, the murderer of Senator
Robert F. Kennedy wrote in his notebook,
“I firmly support the Communist cause and
its people whether Russian, Chinese, Alba-
nian, Hungarian or whoever."” Workers of the
world unite. You have nothing to lose but
your chains.” This is an absolute falsehood
under Communist tyranny. The wage earn-
ers and workers everywhere have everything
to lose under Soviet Communism. All their
freedoms would be liquidated. American
labor does not want to be Communized
or enslaved. The preservation of freedom is
the greatest issue in the world; greater than
the Republican or Democratic Partles, or
both combined. Freedom is the one thing
that Soviet Russia fears as Communism
cannot exist wherever freedom prevalls.

I take this opportunity to pay a tribute to
the Legion ploneers in the Lafayette Post
with whom I was closely assoclated 50 years
ago: Honorable Fred Close, Honorable John
Schwartz, Harold Joseph, Rubin Von Vlack,
Bill Duggan, Philip Mylord, Ely Gellert, Jo-
seph Conte, Stephen Stec, Lewis Katz, and
Frederick A. Smith of Wappingers, Honor=-
able Griswell Webb of Hyde Park, Honorable
Gordon Flannery, Roy Gillano and Thomas
MacFarland of Beacon, Honorable Leonard
Supple of Fishkill, Thomas J. Boyce and
Stanley Vincent of Dover Plains, and John
Broderick of Amenia. They were the real
founders of the American Legion.

In honoring the Legion on its 50th anni-
versary I also want to pay tribute to the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of which I have
been a member for 50 years who also have
fought for the same principles of patriotism,
Americanism and for the preservation of
freedom.

If there is any country worth llving in,
any country worth defending, fighting for,
or dying for, it is the United States of
America. This, together with the Preamble,
is the credo of the American Legion. God
bless freedom, the American Legion and the
United States.

ALVIN M. BENTLEY

HON. EDWARD HUTCHINSON

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 14, 1969

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I was
saddened to learn of the death of my
longtime friend, Alvin Bentley, who
served with distinction as a Member of
the House during the Eisenhower years.
I first met Al Bentley when he was a
freshman Congressman and I was a sen-
ator in the Michigan Legislature. It was
my privilege to campaign with him for
statewide office in 1960, and to serve
with him in the Michigan Constitutional
Convention during 1961-62. In 1962
Michigan elected a Congressman-at-
large, and Al was the Republican nomi-
nee. At that time, when the people of my
State could vote for two Members of this
body, one at-large and one by district, I
was proud to campaign with him in the
Fourth Congressional District of Michi-
gan.

Alvin Bentley distinguished himself as
a member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee of the House. In Michigan he
served with outstanding ability as the
chairman of the education committee
of our State constitutional convention.
Always interested in education, he estab-
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lished the Bentley Foundation which is
aiding many deserving youngsters in fur-
thering their education. At his untimely
passing, he was serving as a member of
the board of regents of the University
of Michigan.

Mrs. Hutchinson joins me in extending
our sympathy to Mrs. Bentley and the
members of the family.

THE FEDERAL-STATE EDUCATION
ACT OF 1969

HON. OGDEN R. REID

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am introducing today the Federal-
State Education Act of 1969. This meas-
ure has been developed by the distin-
guished Governor of the State of New
York, Nelson A. Rockefeller, and I am in-
troducing it at his request. Similar legis-
lation has already been submitted in
the other body by Senator GOODELL.

The major intent of this measure is
to share a portion of the growth dividend
of the national economy with the States
for the purpose of improving education
within the States. A certain portion of
the funds available would be distributed
to the States on the basis of percentages
of the total maximum grants made under
title I of ESEA, the Higher Education
Act and the Vocational Education Act.
The remainder of the funds would be ap-
portioned on the basis of State and local
tax effort, preschool age population, and
need expressed in terms of per capita
income.

States would submit a plan of pro-
posed expenditures of these moneys to
the Secretary of HEW for approval, sub-
ject to the basic conditions that 20 per-
cent be spent to the purposes of title I
of ESEA, 15 percent for higher education,
and 10 percent for vocational education,
and consistent with title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The remaining 55
percent could be used for these or other
educational purposes.

I am pleased that the Governor has
taken the initiative in developing the
basic elements of a plan for the sharing
of Federal revenues with the States, and
I am particularly glad that he is focus-
ing the initial thrust of such a plan on
helping the States meet the rapidly ris-
ing cost of education. In a word, we
need a program that reflects the magni-
tude of the problem.

This proposal, it seems to me, is one
element in an overall national approach
to the problems of educational financing.
Clearly, the first priorities must be full
funding of existing programs and im-
plementation of the relevant recom-
mendations on the year-old Riot Com-
mission Report. ESEA title I, for exam-
ple, is funded in the 1970 budget re-
quest at $1.6 billion less than the au-
thorization—a shortfall of 59 percent.
The President’s newly revised budget
cuts moneys for title III of the same act
by $56 million and reduces funds for li-
brary books and equipment by $71 mil-
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lion. These reductions in education ap-
propriations are serious and should not
stand.

When these cuts have been restored
and there is full funding of existing au-
thorizations, we can move on to consider
new approaches, such as the one that
Governor Rockefeller is putting forth to
encourage greater State efforts with Fed-~
eral seed money. With property taxes
becoming increasingly inadequate as the
financial basis for public school systems
and with ordinary operating expenses be-
coming so high that some systems can-
not afford to remain open for the regular
school year, it is quite clear that we need
a new departure in the financing of edu-
cation in this country. But I cannot
overemphasize the fact that new ap-
proaches are not a substitute for the full
funding of existing programs.

I would caution, however, in the devel-
opment of legislation to share Federal
revenues with the States for education,
that there are a number of potentially
troublesome areas that must be dealt
with very carefully if we are to establish
a genuinely sound program. For exam-
ple, the proposed allotment formula
must be examined with the utmost care,
because formulas once enacted have the
tendency to perpetuate forever undis-
turbed. Further, I have added certain
language to the Governor's legislation to
make crystal clear our commitment to
upholding the school desegregation
guidelines which call for an end to all
dual school systems by September 1969,
and to guard against reopening the
church-state controversy.

While any legislation in the area of
education or any other form of Federal
assistance, is, of course, subject to title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which
requires nondiscrimination in federally
assisted programs, I think that this mat-
ter is so vitally important that an explicit
statement of compliance with this provi-
sion should be a part of any program un-
der which funds go to the States for
general education purposes. The sub-
terfuges to avoid compliance with the
school desegregation guidelines and to
subvert the intention of the Supreme
Court in invalidating freedom of choice
plans are legion, and I believe that from
the very beginning a new departure in
educational financing must make it crys-
tal clear that its funds are not to be
used in the pursuit of any activities which
are not in strict compliance with the law
of the land.

The church-state language would pro-
vide equitable access to funds under this
legislation for children in nonpublic
schools, provide a bypass mechanism
where a State legally cannot provide such
aid, and require that title to all prop-
erty acquired with these funds remain
in a public agency and that the public
agency will administer the funds. Op-
portunity for judicial review is also in-
cluded. As the Congress considers this
kind of proposal, I think it would be
well to bear in mind the warning of the
Task Force on Education appointed by
President Nixon prior to his inaugura-
tion and headed by Alan Pifer of the Car-
negie Corp. The task force states that
the church-state issue could become
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“once again a lively area of controversy”
if there is “an unsophisticated effort to
rearrange the methods through which
Federal aid is channeled to the support
of education, either through some gen-
eral aid plan, a badly designed bloc grant
or a clumsy scheme for the consolidation
of legislation. Such an effort could easily
upset the present delicate church-state
accommodation: Politically, by granting
the public school such broad benefits that
the competitive position of the private
schools would be simultaneously under-
mined; legally, by permitting private
schools to obtain a range of services—
that is, payment of general teachers’ sal-
aries or ownership of real property—
which would result in litigation testing
the legislation’s constitutionality.”

Finally, the legislation provides that
55 percent of a State’s allotment may be
used for virtually any educational pur-
pose. I believe that some limits, still
broadly defined, are necessary to insure
that a State is spending its money on
the most urgent educational problems of
its communities, particularly aid to the
disadvantaged. For example, while the
training of museum aides or National
Guardsmen is technically “education,”
I do not conceive—nor do I believe that
the Governor conceives—of these as ap-
propriate activities for the expenditure
of funds from this act. The intention of
this legislation is to help States and lo-
calities close the gap between rising edu-
cational costs and their own revenues;
generally these will involve expenditures
for traditional education costs, such as
construction and equipment, and for
innovative purposes, such as enrichment
and remedial programs for the disad-
vantaged and large-scale attacks on the
special problems of urban education.

No doubt there will be other refine-
ments that the Congress will want to
include as it considers this legislation.
These may include provision for advance
funding, which is so important to mean-
ingful educational planning, and for re-
covery and reallocation of unused funds.

I hope that the Congress will take a
hard look not only at the salutary fi-
nancial effects of a program of revenue
sharing but as well at the delicate prob-
lem areas involved in an approach of
this sort. A block grant is not a simple
matter of handing money to a State with
few strings attached; as representatives
of the American people we are also
charged with insuring that this money,
as much as any other public funds, is
used for its intended purpose.

HITTING THE “PUSHERS” OF DRUGS

HON. EDWIN D. ESHLEMAN

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
narcotics problem in the United States
certainly deserves close scrutiny by the
91st Congress, and, I think, demands
some reevaluation of the tactics used to
combat drug abuse. An all-out war must
be declared against the trafficking of
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dope to prevent further spread of dan-
gerous drug usage by thousands of citi-
zens, particularly young people.

Before the narcotics problem became
s0 widespread in our Nation, a philosophy
developed within law-enforcement agen-
cies to concentrate primarily on getting
to the ultimate source of drug traffic. In
other words, police efforts were not aimed
so much at the common “pusher,” but
at the “big wheels” behind the massive
dope distribution network. This philos-
ophy continues to transcend our present
policies regarding enforcement of anti-
drug statutes. Even in the face of mount-
ing statistics showing ever-increasing
usage of addictive narcotics, we have
continued to play down the crime com-
mitted by the person who actually puts
the drugs in the hands of the user in
hopes of tracing the product sold back
to its wholesale marketer. Obviously, this
policy has not curtailed narcotics traffic
and may have even encouraged people
to believe that it is relatively safe to en-
gage in pushing drugs at the local level.

Congress should evaluate our drug at-
tack with an eye toward reversing the
priorities. We should encourage and sup-
port policies and programs which seek
to dry up all manifestations of the traf-
ficking of drugs. In particular, we must
begin to apprehend and prosecute the
“pushers” who daily make their living by
leading others toward addiction and thus
dependency. In effect, we must toughen
our attitudes and actions toward the
lower echelons of the dope distribution
network.

I have talked to law-enforcement offi-
cials who admit that they know who some
of the “pushers” are in various localities,
but who say that they have tended to
ignore these arrest possibilities in hopes
of being led to a bigger prize. In cases
where exact identification of “pushers”
is not known to the officials, the informa-
tion could be readily obtained since a vast
range of drug users and nonusers among
our youth know where to go and whom
to contact if dope is desired. Yet, the
“pushers” often go on with their activity
relatively untouched by our legal system
because they are considered to be mere
lackeys in the narcotics problem. In ad-
dition, the rather astounding argument
has been advanced that we should not
curtail the sale of drugs by the “ama-
teurs” because this will encourage more
participation in distribution by the “pro-
fessionals,” usually defined as the crim-
inal underworld, who prefer the sale of
hard drugs with the resultant bigger
profits, to the sale of so-called mild
drugs.

If I may be permitted to draw an
analogy, our battle against dope distribu-
tion is somewhat akin to a rather gro-
tesque military strategy. It would be
unimaginable for a battlefield com-
mander to instruct his troops not to fire
upon the soldiers on the other side but
take aim only when an enemy general
came into view. However, the drug at-
tack has been waged utilizing almost
precisely that kind of reasoning. It is
high time that we recognize that the
generals in drug traffic are only as effec-
tive as their troops in the field.

I do not mean to imply that we should
reduce our efforts to weed out for pros-
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ecution the persons back of the national
trafficking of dope. This would seem to be
a matter of concentration by Federal
narcotics agents since organized crime
enters the picture substantially and con-
trol of the activities of professional erime
syndicates is certainly beyond the scope
of most local police departments. How=-
ever, it seems to me that we must also
deal forcefully with those who represent
the immediate source of narcotics for
the growing numbers of dope users. Pro-
grams have to be developed that will
provide the law-enforcement agencies in
States, cities, and rural areas the direc-
tion they need to eliminate the pushers
that plague many areas throughout the
Nation.

It is fine to talk of solving problems
by eliminating their root causes, but re-
sponsible action often must be directed
toward meeting immediate needs. The
drug abuse problem now gripping the
country demands dealing with some very
fundamental and obvious factors. Fore-
most, the problem cries out for striet
enforcement of the laws relating to the
selling of narcotics and stiff sentences
for persons convicted of supplying those
goods that lead toward drug addiction.
My argument finds backing in an edi-
torial published in the Lancaster New
Era of Lancaster, Pa,, on April 1, 1969.
I include that editorial in the Recorp at
this point:

HrrTING THE “PUSHERS” OF DRUGS

Dr. James Z. Appel, of Lancaster, a past
president of the American Medical Associ-
ation, put his finger on elemental factors in
the campus drug symposium made up mainly
of educators Monday at Hershey.

Dr. Appel called for strengthening the laws
agailnst the sellers of the drugs—the “push-
ers” who make a living by encouraging others
to take drugs.

The “pushers,” whom Dr. Appel called the
“dregs of society,” do best financially with
those to whom drug use becomes habitual.

The “pusher"” commits crime himself, and
leads to commission of crimes by the habit-
ual users, who will steal or rob to get the
cash to buy the drugs.

A start can be made on Dr. Appel's pro-
posal in the Legislature of our own Com-
monwealth. Lawmakers and police can review
the present laws to see how they can be
made tougher.

A national review is also highly timely,
slnce organized crime operates across state
borders and “pushers” are often merely at
the end of a long syndicate line.

Dr. Appel made a number of pertinent
points in his speech, To educators, he en-
trusted the mission of finding out why stu-
dents use drugs, and what the schools can
do to get at the roots of the problem.

No sector of soclety can stay aloof from
seeking solutions. If there is to be any im-
provement, everyone interested in youth, and
in the future of the nation, should become
involved in the battle.

STANFORD SCIENTISTS AGAINST
ABM DEPLOYMENT

HON. DON EDWARDS
OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr,

Speaker, on March 4 at a convention on
science in society in the Stanford Me-
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morial Church, 342 Stanford area scien-
tists and engineers signed a statement
expressing deep concern over the pend-
ing deployment of an anti-ballistic-mis-
sile system.

The petition was signed primarily by
scientists and engineers as indicated by
the following breakdown of signatures:

Engineering

Mathematics and computer sciences
Medical science.

These figures include 104 faculty mem-
bers and postdoctoral fellows, 109 grad-
uate students, and 54 industrial engi-
neers and scientists. It is my opinion that
this expression of public and professional
concern should be taken into careful
consideration and it is for this reason I
include the following petition in the
RECORD:

We, the undersigned members of the Palo
Alto-Stanford sclentific community, are ex-
tremely concerned about the use of limited
resources in unproductive and unnecessary
military expenditures,

In particular, we stand sirongly against
the deployment of the Sentinel Antiballistic
system.

Deployment of Sentinel will most certainly
lead to a drastic acceleration of the arms
race.

Deployment of Sentinel will waste billions
of dollars which are sorely needed elsewhere.

Deployment of Sentinel is questionable on
purely technical grounds.

The problems of society—over-population,
pollution, education, hunger and urban re-
development—should be given greater pri-
ority at this time than the constructlion of
the Sentinel system.

We urge you to direct your energies against
the deployment of the Sentinel Antiballistic
Missile System.

INVOCATION OFFERED BY THE
AMERICAN LEGION NATIONAL
CHAPLAIN C. J. OLANDER, AT THE
50TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRA-
TION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION,
ON MARCH 15, 1969, AT THE
SHERATON-PARK HOTEL

Hon. G. V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY

OF MISSISSIPPI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
was privileged to attend the 50th anni-
versary celebration of the American
Legion on March 15, 1969, at which time
I heard the national chaplain, Rev. C. J.
Olander, of Tchula, Miss., deliver the
invocation. I would like to share this
timely and eloquent prayer with my
colleagues at this time:

INVOCATION OFFERED BY THE NATIONAL CHAP-
LAIN, REVEREND C. J. OLANDER, OF THE
AMERICAN LEGION
Almighty God, Our Heavenly Father we

are grateful to Thee for the men and women

whose love for Freedom and Justice, whose
vision of a nation of free men, and whose
willingness to sacrifice themselves and all
they possessed to bring Into existence *‘a
nation of the people, for the people and by
the people.” Their faith in Thee and in the
prineciples of Truth and Righteousness has




April 16, 1969

made the United States of America the great-
est nation in the history of the world.

We thank Thee for those of each suc-
ceeding generation who have paid the in-
stallment due to preserve for posterity the
freedom they inherited. We would not for-
get our sons and daughters who are now
on forelgn soil in defense of Freedom's
Cause.

We pray, this evening, for all who are en-
trusted with the responsibility of leading
this nation. Give & double portion of Thy
wisdom and understanding and power to
President Nixon, to Vice-President Agnew,
and to all who work with them in admin-
istering the affairs of state, to the members
of the Congress of the United States who
make our laws; to the Judges of the Supreme
Court who interpret the Constitution of the
United States and the laws enacted; and to
all who serve in offices of lesser importance.

Today, Our Father, there is uneasiness at
home and abroad. The war in South Vietnam
is of great concern to our people. In our
homeland there is misunderstanding, con-
fusion, prejudice, and hatred which multi-
ply our problems. Some of our people are
afrald and are ready to succumb to the
enemies of Freedom.

Help us to know that our nation has al-
ways had problems. Help us also, to Enow
that those who preceded us on the scene of
action accepted their problems as challenges
calling for their best thought and effort in
making the United States of America a bet-
ter and greater nation. Give courage and
strength to the last one of us in this hour of
testing.

We give thanks to Thee for the American
Legion, the largest and most effective Vet-
erans organization on earth. For her fifty
years of 100% Americanism we are humbly
proud. Forgive her if she has falled Thee.
Help her this evening to begin the next
fifty years in Thy name and for Thy glory
in “Service to God and Country.”

Throughout our history the United States
has given consideration to her veterans. For
twenty-five years, now, our natlon has en-
deavored as never before to show her ap-
preciation to the veterans, their widows and
orphans. This could not have been done but
for the Congress of the United States, For
this great service we are truly grateful.

We are here to honor this the greatest
legislative body in the world’s history with
this banquet given by our aggressive and
effective National Commander Doyle.

Long live the United States of America
and the American Legion.

In the name of Him who loves us and
inspires us to greater “service to God and
country we pray, Amen,

LABOR COURTS: A RECIPE FOR
DELAY AND DENIAL OF JUSTICE

HON. FRANK THOMPSON, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, every Member of this House
knows of the concerted drive to replace
the National Labor Relations Board with
so-called labor courts. I think that
everyone should know that this campaign
is being conducted and financed by some
of the Nation’s biggest corporations, the
National Association of Manufacturers
and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. I
seriously doubt that a combine like that
can really hope to be believable as the
protector and defender of worker’s rights.
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Their basic aim, I believe, is to weaken
and restrict the right of workers to join
unions—and to bargain collectively on
wages, hours, and working conditions
with their employers. Anyone who thinks
otherwise should read “Labor Courts: A
Recipe for Delay and Denial of Justice,”
an article appearing recently in the Ad-
vance, the official newspaper of the Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America,
AFL-CIO. The article is as follows:

Lasor CoUrTsS: A RECIPE FOR DELAY AND
DENIAL OF JUSTICE

(Note.—The idea sounds reasonable, but
it’s filled with booby traps—so unions op-
pose it.)

The nation’s labor laws spell out the pol-
icy of acceptable conduct in labor-manage-
ment relations. The National Labor Rela-
tions Board interprets these rules and de-
cides whether unions and employers are
complying with them.

If they are not, the board seeks to remedy
the situation either through an agreement
between the parties or through its decisions
which are enforceable in the federal courts.

The board is now under a concerted attack
by groups of employers who want to abolish
it. These employers are unhappy with some
of the decisions the board has been making—
and propose that the five-member board
be replaced by a permanent United States
Labor Court.

On the surface, this seems to have the
tinge of reasonableness. Our judiclary is
highly respected and such a legal tribunal
could be expected to apply falir and reasoned
judgments in the settlement of conflicts
in the labor-management arena,

But if you pursue the matter further, the
real purpose of the management effort and
the effect it would have on labor relations
show through clearly. The Imposition of a
labor court over the conduct of unions and
employers would only lead to a delay and
even denial of justice—particularly for
workers and unions.

These employer organizations staging the
attack on the board make no secret that
this 1s the broadest combined effort they
have ever made.

A BIG EUSINESS DRIVE

It is a joint campalgn conducted by the
National Association of Manufacturers and
the United States Chamber of Commerce
and actively supported by many of the
nation’s biggest corporations. The strategy
is being devised by the big public relations
firm of Hill & Enowlton, which iz seeking
to win public support for the labor court
proposal,

The campaign is built around the theme
that the NLRB has a “pro-union” bias. Un-
der the past two Democratic administra-
tions, the charges claim, the five-member
agency has moved to deny management
rights"” to resist union organizing, bargain-
ing demands, picketing and other areas of
potential conflict. It is being dellberately
directed at the public to win support for a
package of so-called “labor law reform" pro-
posals.

In attacking the board and its decisions,
the businessmen and their public relations
advisers falled to point out that a great
majority (B0 percent) of the board's rulings
have been upheld by the courts. In those
highly controversial cases that have gone all
the way to the Supreme Court, the NLRB
has been sustalned in its judgment in all
nine decisions that have been reviewed in
the last two terms.

Why, then, do these management groups
seek & new legal tribunal to interpret the
labor laws?

Presumably,

a reasoning judicial body
would reach similar conclusions, since its
decisions would be made from the same
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trilogy of labor laws—the 1935 Wagner Act
and the two subsequent laws that amended
it in some respects, the 1947 Talt-Hartley Act
and the Landrum-Griffin Act passed in 1959.

The provisions in these laws gulding the
behavior of unions and employers are, in-
deed, highly complex. While they provide
guidelines for the board, each specific case
that reaches the NLRB has speclal condi-
tions that require individual examination
and interpretation.

The board does not claim its decisions are
incontestible, or that its judgments are not
sometimes in error.

THE NLRB IS FAIR

But the record of the current NLRB sup-
ports its claim of impartial administration
of a major federal statute. Indeed, it is an
astounding record of accomplishment.

Each year, the NLRB processes over 30,000
unfair labor practice and representation
cases. Each one represents a potential labor
dispute, but an overwhelming majority of
cases are quickly and peacefully resolved by
agreement between the parties. Of the 17,000
unfair labor practice cases recelved by the
board each year, over 80 percent are settled
without extended controversy.

The rights of employers, unions and work-
ers alike are protected by the board through
its procedures,

The board s responsible for administering
the canons of labor law which, essentially,
protect employees in the right to join unions
and bargain collectively—or to refrain from
such activities if they choose. The law speci-
fies “unprotected activities” dealing with il-
legal strikes and other subjects that may be-
come unfair labor practice complaints by an
employer.

An employer, in turn, commits an unfair
labor practice if he attempts to interfere
with or restraln employees in the exercise of
their rights, refuses to bargain collectively
or attempts to encourage or discourage mems-
bership in unions.

In addition to handling complaints of un-
fair labor practices, the NLRB also conducts
approximately 8,200 secret ballot elections
each year among employees to determine
whether they want to be represented by a
union for collective bargaining.

This is an enormous work-load for the la-
bor agency, but it Is structured to process
the cases as quickly as possible. An inde-
pendent General Counsel's office determines
whether an unfair labor practice charge has
sufficient grounds to take it to the board.
NLRB trial examiners then process these
complaints for ajudication by the five-mem-
ber board.

In recent years, the agency has made de-
termined efforts to speed up its case han-
dling, with some success. But it still may take
two years or more for a decision to be handed
down. Court appeals may further delay legal
redress.,

“Justice delayed is justice denied” is an
adage that takes on special pertinence when
you consider the years of litigation carried
on by employers seeking to frustrate the
judgments against their conduct. Some cor-
porations have earned unenviable reputa-
tions for such conduct—Rutter-Rex, Kohler
Corp., Deering-Milliken and J. P. Stevens
are examples.

NEW BURDENS FOR UNIONS

But management’s ability to side-step rem-
edles for viclations of the labor laws would
be greatly enhanced if the NLRB were to be
replaced by a labor court.

Under board procedures, when a complain-
ant files an unfair labor practice charge, the
case is taken over by the Reglonal Director,
who 1s part of the General Counsel’s office.
His office not only investigates the situation,
but also carries on the legal case before the
board if it is determined that a possible
violation has occurred.

But if such a complaint is made before a
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labor court, the burden of processing the
charge would fall on the employee, the em-
ployer or the union. In the case of the indi-
vidual worker or small local unions, this
would inevitably discourage him from pur-
suing remedies from the court because he
would lack the financial resources to hire
the legal talent to prosecute the case.

Union, too, would be heavily burdened by
such a procedure, lacking both the resources
and stafl that an employer could provide for
the courtroom test. In addition, such an in-
vestment in funds and manpower would
clearly divert unions from their principal
goals of organizing and collective bargain-
ing.

%‘here are other telling arguments that
refute the effectiveness of a labor court as
an administrator of our labor laws. While the
delays in case-handling before the board are
too long, these delays would be of short du-
ration compared with the time that case-
processing would take before a labor ocurt.

Experience in processing the labor laws
through the years would also be lost. Through
the extensive handling of unfair labor prac-
tice cases at the NLRB, the staff of the Gen-
eral Counsel's office has developed an ex-
pertise on the intricacies of the statutes—
as well as on the practices of those whose
cases appear before the labor agency.

Such experience is invaluable in the proc-
essing of cases and could not be matched
within any reasonable period by those who
would be required to argue thelr cases be-
fore a labor court.

BIG DRIVE THIS YEAR

Despite the judgments of many disinter-
ested experts on the harmful effects that a
labor court would have in the labor relations
field, supporters of the management cam-
paign are pushing legislation in the 91st
Congress to create such a court.

A measure introduced by Sen. Robert P.
Griffin (R-Mich.) would establish a United
States Labor Court-of 15 judges, appointed
for a 20-year perlod. Griffin’s 27-page bill
sets up procedures to terminate the full
range of activities of the NLRB and the Gen-
eral Counsel's office; they would be replaced
by the court and an administrator. Labor
court decisions could also be appealed
through the judicial structure.

Under this legislation, the death-knell of
the NLRB would be sounded 180 days after it
was approved. As the measure says, “on the
effective date of this act, proceedings pend-
ing before the General Counsel of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board or before the
National Labor Relations Board itself shall
be suspended and thereafter transferred as
expeditiously as possible to the Administra-
tor of the Labor Court...”

The National Labor Relations Board has
been & notably falr administrator of the
labor statutes—for employees, employers and
labor unions alike. To abolish the agency in
favor of a labor court would be to create a
great imbalance against workers and labor
unions.

The wheels of justice would grind to a halt.

STOP CENSUS PRIVACY INVASION

HON. ROBERT McCLORY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, there are
many occasions when the responsible
elements of the American press are
able to comment with great objectivity
on controversial issues facing the U.S.
Congress.

The issue of compulsory responses to
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a detailed questionnaire proposed to be
circulated by the Census Bureau next
yvear has provided press objectivity in the
case of an editorial of the Waukegan
News-Sun, of which F. Ward Just is the
editor and publisher.

This reputable daily newspaper has
produced a logical and meaningful edi-
torial, in which the individual's right of
privacy is given priority over the Census
Bureau’s effort to require a mandatory
response to the 120 questions which the
Census Bureau proposes to present to
more than 200 million Americans next
year.

I commend this significant editorial to
my colleagues in the Congress:

[From the Waukegan (Ill.) News-Sun,

Apr, 12, 1969]
STtoP CENSUS PRIVACY INVASION

In the past few sessions of Congress, nu-
merous bills have been Introduced to prevent
the U.S. Census Bureau from requiring an-
swers to questions considered to be an inva-
sion of privacy.

The Betts bill (H.R.3779) has emerged as
the best of the lot, and we hope it is speedlly
approved.

The bill is sponsored by Rep. Jackson Betts,
R~Ohio, along with Illinois Republican Rob-
ert McClory and others, and would limit re-
quired answers to only six of the 120 census
questions.

Federal censuses are provided for in the
U.8. Constitution, and their main purpose is
to gulde House reapportionment to reflect
the growth of the nation and population
movement.

However, they have been slowly expanded
over the years, largely at the request of mar-
keting research firms, to include questions
ranging far beyond the basic concept of
population count.

If the Betts bill is defeated, the 1970 census
will require statements of personal income
from all sources, property value and rent
paid, and marital status, including number
of marriages, their dates and divorce infor-
mation.

It will also require information on house-
hold appliances, number of cars, place of
parents’ birth, and whether you share your
bathroom with someone else.

Persons who refuse to answer these ques-
tions will expose themselves to a fine of $100
and 60-day imprisonment. The penalty for
willfully giving false information is $500 and
imprisonment for one year.

Congressmen Betts and MecClory have been
joined by more than 100 representatives in
sponsoring a bill which would allow the Cen-
sus Bureau to ask anything it wants, but
would limit required answers to questions in
only six categories:

“1l, Name and address. 2, relationship to
head of household. 3, sex. 4, date of birth.
5, marital status. 6, visitors in home at the
time of census.”

The bill would also eliminate the threat
of imprisonment, but would leave the fines
at $100 and $500.

According to Rep. McClory, marketing re-
search firms which make use of the Bureau’s
statistical information are opposing the
Betts bill. They claim that only 1 per cent
of the population would refuse to answer the
questions if it were mandatory, whereas 20
per cent would refuse if it were voluntary,
thus reducing statistical validity.

As MecClory has sald, "These arguments
are persuasive, but they do little to justify
the census taker's Invasion of the individu-
al's right of privacy.

“Even assurances that the census infor-
mation will be kept confidential are not too
convincing when it is realized that leaks of
confidential information from other govern-
mental agencies have occurred in the past.”
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We agree, and we add that the government
is not, and should not be in the marketing
research business. Those who are should not
be allowed to get a free ride on the Census
Bureau's back.

REPORT FROM YOUR
CONGRESSMAN

HON. SAM GIBBONS

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, in keep-
ing with my policy of sending newsletters
to my constituents, the following is my
newsletter of April 1969 I intend to send
to my constituents tomorrow. I insert it
at this point in the Recorbp:

APRIL 1869.

DEeAr FrRIEND: New committee assignment—
Ways and Means: Shortly after the 91st Con-
gress convened, I was elected by the Demo-
cratic members of the House to the one
vacant seat on the important Ways and
Means Committee. Since all tax legislation
must originate in the House of Representa-
tives, this committee, through its jurisdic-
tlon over tax matters, is considered to be
one of the most responsible committees in the
Congress.

Ways and Means is also responsible for a
broad range of legislation affecting most
citizens including social security, medicare,
tariffs, international trade agreements, wel-
fare, and the national debt ceiling. The
Democratic members of the committee have
an especlally important role in the organi-
zation of Congress as they select all other
Democrats for their committee assignments.

The Ways and Means Committee is a good
assignment and I look forward to working
on tax reform and other vital matters before
the committee.

Ways and Means Committee working on
tax reform: The inequities and unfair pref-
erences in our Federal Income Tax laws
become more noticeable each day. Congress
has delayed tax reform too long. Glaring tax
loopholes enable many high income people
and organizations to avoid paying any income
tax. In 1967, 156 people filed fax returns on
adjusted gross incomes of more than 200,000
and did not pay one penny of income tax,
Included in this group were 21 people with
annual incomes in excess of 1 million dollars.
One very wealthy widow with annual interest
income from tax free bonds of $1,500,000 did
not even have to file a tax return while her
gardener had to pay $350 income tax on his
$5000 wage.

Under existing law, the rate of taxation is
supposed to be based primarily on the ability
to pay. An individual taxpayer In the lowest
tax bracket pays 14 percent of his income in
taxes; however, the 22 largest oll reflners
with a combined net profit after taxes of
$5.179 billion in 1964 pald only 4 percent in
taxes. The Atlantic Oil Company had income
of over one-half billion dollars from 1962
through 1967, but did not pay one cent of
federal income tax.

Tax reform is essential this year.

Fairness and simplicity key to successful
tax reform: While there is agreement on
the general need for tax reform, there is
wide disagreement on precisely what needs
to be done. I think the first priority should
be given to legislation to more fairly dis-
tribute the tax burden. People in approxi-
mately the same economic circumstances
should pay equal amounts of tax.

There should be a minimum tax for all
persons with income above a specified
amount such as $10,000. Certainly, high in-
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come persons should not be allowed a total
exemption from taxation through the use
of tax loopholes as we have at the present,
in establishing a minimum tax rate, it
should be graduated on the principle of
ability to pay.

As part of a program to achieve tax fair-
ness, we must consider not only those who
pay too little in relation to others, but also
those who pay too much. A mazimum tax
rate should be established in order that no
individual is required to pay more than
perhaps 50 percent of his total income in
taxes to the federal government.

I also support raising the allowable stand-
ard deduction from 10 to 14 percent and in-
creasing the dollar limitation from 81000 to
$18000. This change would greatly simplify
the preparation of many individual returns,
eliminate the mass of records that most peo-
ple have to keep, and reduce the govern-
ment’s cost of processing tax returns. Mak-
ing the standard deduction more realistic is
certainly in the best interest of both the
individual taxpayer and the government. If
this recommendation is adopted, upward of
80 percent of all taxpayers would use the
standard deduction,

I am working on other tax reforms to
increase the $600 individual exemption, pro-
vide better tax treatment for the elderly,
tighten controls over tax-exempt founda-
tions, correct abuses of tax rules by “non-
farmers” claiming farm losses, and several
other important changes in our tax laws.
Your comments and suggestions will be most
welcome.

Congressional questionnaire planned: I
have not sent you a questionnaire for the
first portion of this Congress because the
new Administration has not yet made major
legislative recommendations to the Con-
gress, As soon as the Administration’s legis-
lative program is disclosed, I will ask for
your views on these proposals and other is-
sues of special importance,

The response to all of my previous Con-
gressional Questionnaires has been excellent.
I think they serve as a very important com-
munication link that should be kept open.

New congressional office opened in Plant
City: I have opened a Congressional Office
in Plant City to serve the growing needs of
the residents of East Hillsborough County
and the nine western precincts of Polk
County. The new office is located on the
third floor of the Hillsboro Bank Build-
ing at 202 West Reynolds Street in Plant
City. The telephone number is 7564-12686. The
office will be open from 8:30 a.m. until 5:30
p.m. each Thursday and other days if
needed. I plan to be in the office in Plant
City as much as possible when I am not
required to be in Washington.

Sincerely,
Bam,

TOWN OF EISENHOWER WOULD
HAVE CHALLENGE

HON. RICHARD L. ROUDEBUSH

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, many
excellent newspaper stories have been
written about Gen. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower and more will be written.

I would like to share one of these stor-
ies with my colleagues. This was written
by the fine Washington correspondent
for the Indianapolis Star, Ben Cole.

Cole recommends that a town be
named for Eisenhower but he warns that
this town will have to live up fo its name.

The article follows:
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Town OF EISENHOWER WouLd HAVE
CHALLENGE

(By Ben Cole)

WasHINGTON.—It would be a nice thing
if somewhere in America there could be a
town called Eisenhower.

It would be a far better tribute to the late
soldier-President than any other.

Eisenhower, USA, shouldn't be a big,
crowded city but a homey town with church
spires sticking up through the hardwood
trees and a good basketball team the whole
town roots for.

Of course, most of the towns in America
already have names—and they're proud of
them and want to keep them.

When the country was expanding west-
ward and new towns were springing up like
mushrooms, finding names for them all was
a challenge if not a chore.

Many took their names from some strong
men who founded them—hence places like
Logansport, Sullivan, Crawfordsville, etec.
Some got made-up names like Indianapolis
or Minneapolis. A few looked to a classical
age—Athens, Ithaca, Syracuse, Cairo, Rome,
Carthage.

Others took their names from geographical
features—South Bend, Crown Point, River-
side. And the music of foreign language re-
mained to described the features of many—
Terre Haute, Buena Vista, Monticello, Cham-
pagne.

Many new towns took the names of Presi-
dents out of pride in the new country and
the Infant government—Washington (every
state has one), Adams, Jeffersonville, Madi-
son, Monroe, Van Buren, Jackson, Harrison-
burg, Tyler, Polk, Fillmore, Lincoln . . ."

In recent years there have not been many
new towns—only a few real estate develop-
ments that get named after motivational
psychology—Pine Manor, Heather Hills,
Clolstered Woods, Colonial Shores, etc.

But if somewhere in America there is a
neat and pretty town with an ordinary name
that would like to make of itself a living
memorial to a beloved soldier and states-
man—then it ought to change its name and
become Eisenhower. And then live up to it

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER: SOLDIER
AND STATESMAN

HON. JOHN BRADEMAS

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to include in the REecorp at this point
the text of an article which I wrote for
the local newspapers of the Third Con-
gressional District of Indiana:

CONGRESSIONAL CORNER: JOHN BRADEMAS
RerPorRTS FROM WASHINGTON

Few Americans have been so genuinely re-
spected and loved not only by their fellow
countrymen, but by people all over the world
as Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Destiny chose Dwight Elsenhower to play
a leading role in the drama of Twentieth
Century history both as Supreme Com-
mander of Allied Forces in World War II and
as President of the United States for elght
years. He was always equal to the challenge.

Dwight Eisenhower was & warm and gen-
erous human being. To millions of Americans
he was also a symbol of the basic strengths
and virtues of the American character.

President Elsenhower once said, “I come
from the heart of America."

He did, and America took him to its heart.

As we mourn General Eisenhower's passing,
let our tribute to his memory be a heightened
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resolve to continue the quest for peace which
dominated his extraordinary career.

As one of the greatest military leaders in
history, General Eisenhower was all too fa-
miliar with the horrors of war. His experi-
ences made him a passionate advocate of
peace. Yet at his final news conference, when
asked to indicate what he regarded as the
greatest disappointment of his eight years
in office, he answered in this way: ‘"“The big
disappointment I felt is one not of mere inci-
dent, it was the fact that we could not in
these elght years get to the place where we
could say it now looks as If permanent peace
with justice is really in sight.”

The Eisenhower years were years of cold
war, of armed peace. And no one was better
situated than the President who was also a
general to measure the effects upon the insti-
tutions of American democracy of a develop-
ment which was totally new to American
life—the growth of an enormous standing
military establishment in a time of peace.

In his famous Farewell Address to the
American people on January 17, 1961, Presi-
dent Eisenhower spoke at sane length about
what he termed the “conjunction of an im-
mense military establishment and a large
arms industry.”

He solemnly warned that “we must not fail
to comprehend its grave implications.” Here
is President Eisenhower's parting advice to
the American people:

“In the councils of government, we must
guard against the acquisition of unwar-
ranted influence, whether sought or un-
sought, by the military-industrial complex.
The potential for the disastrous rise of mis-
placed power exists and will persist.

“We must never let the welght of this
combination endanger our liberties or dem-
ocratic processes. We should take nothing for
granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable
citizenry can compel the proper meshing of
the huge industrial and military machinery
of defense with our peaceful methods and
goals, so that security and liberty may pros-
per together.”

President Eisenhower's statement seems
today, elght years later, to have been truly
prophetic. For we are only beginning to
realize the truth of his words. For example,
the American people are now being asked to
shoulder the burden of an expensive anti-
ballistic missile system which an extraordi-
nary number of sclentists and other experts
have criticlzed as useless or even dangerous;
which they warn would increase our securlty
only minimally, if at all; and which nearly
everyone agrees will divert funds from vital
programs in our own country.

Moreover, this controversy arises at a time
when we are learning that the Army has
spent $1 billlon on developing a tank for
which there is no ammunition; that the
costs of developing a new Air Force transport
have exceeded original estimates by $2 bil-
lion; and that contracts awarded by the De-
partment of Defense are effectively exempted
from the normal auditing processes of the
government.

Could such developments as these be ex-
amples of the “disastrous rise of misplaced
power” of which President Eisenhower
warned us?

Surely all of us want a military defense
powerful enough to assure the security of
the United States against potential ene-
mies—and so did President Eisenhower.

But surely we must also all take to heart
President Eisenhower's admonition to be
concerned lest what he described as “the
military industrial complex” acquire such
“unwarranted influence” as to “endanger our
liberties or democratic processes.”

President Eisenhower’s plea for “an alert
and knowledgeable citizenry” that will “take
nothing for granted"” may come to be re-
garded in decades ahead as the most signifi-
cant legacy of wisdom this great man has
left us.
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THE STATUS OF WOMEN IN
GOVERNMENT

HON. THOMAS P. O’NEILL, JR.

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, there could be nothing more
eloguently said about women in Govern-
ment than the presence of the gracious
and capable gentlewomen I see in this
Chamber. Their contributions to the de-
liberations of Government have been ex-
ceptional. They accomplish the work of
the hardest-working men and add some-
thing more than even the most astute of
my male colleagues can. Perhaps it is
their roles as wives and mothers that
gives this added dimension to their work
or perhaps it#s just that thing known
as the “woman's viewpoint.” However,
I know that I speak for all my colleagues
when I say that their contribution is
immeasurable and beneficial to the Na-
tion.

The Democratic Women on Wheels of
Massachusetts sponsored a competition
for a scholarship award. The contest was
open to all senior girls in the State Pub-
lic High Schools. Each girl who entered
wrote an essay on the status of women
in Government. Miss Barbara Higgins,
of the Algonquin Regional High School,
Northboro, Mass., was the winner of this
vear’'s award. My good friend, Miss Mar-
garet M. Breen, scholarship chairman,
brought Miss Higgins' essay to my atten-
tion. I have received permission to have
it included in the RECORD.

Miss Higgins understands the great
need for dedicated women in Govern-
ment and with great discernment sees
how much more they can contribute
when they are active in the political
arena. It gives me great pleasure to share
this essay with my colleagues, and par-
ticularly with the gentle ladies of the
House who epitomize the best attributes
of those women who have taken valua-
ble time in order to serve the Nation.

The essay follows:

THE STATUS OF WOMEN IN GOVERNMENT

(By Barbara J. Higgins)

There she sits in a high-backed executive
chair; her body is dwarfed by the seat's
dimensions. She is arrayed in an ill-fitting
tallored shirt with a conservative tie; her
shoulders float in a jacket of gray-green
tweed. The anomaly is completed by a fluff
of smoke floating up from a cigar which is
poised in her delicate hand.

She I8 a ridiculous figure! This is not the
role of & woman in govemment!

As woman at long last escapes the bondage
of her own apron-strings to blossom in the
world of politics, she must not lose the
charm and identity of her sex. She has no
need to imitate the man who has dominated
politics for so long. Woman herself is en-
dowed with an abundance of vigor, elo-
quence, and stabi].lty. Her amazing vita.llty
has been a mother to generations of men.
She is fully capable and prepared to accept
a significant role in governing the nation.

In the past man has been jealously re-
luctant to permit feminine ability to chal-
lenge his traditional monopoly on politics.
The era of colonial America has passed;
women are no longer chained to their door-
steps. They have acquired mobility, educa-
tlon, and employment opportunities com-
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parable to those enjoyed by the male. Women
are now educated with men, together made
aware of governmental facilities. Men and
women are absorbed together into the fasci-
nating surge of political events.

The “emancipated” woman has taken her
place in the political world. Now she is a
town or county official, a representative, a
senator. Now she has passed through the
processes of politics, She has campalgned,
run, been elected, all in the democratic
way.—This woman will still be insecure. She
has earned the status of an office holder; the
voters have shown their respect. Yet where
is the confidence that should go with 1t?
Where is the trust and backing which an of-
fice holder deserves? This woman has ac-
cepted a status in government so novel to
her sex that she has been put on display. Her
venture into politics is still so impeded by
tradition that she becomes an example. The
“woman in government” is placed like a
specimen under microscopic view. Her move-
ments may be prodded and analyzed in any
political circle. Observers are still curious
about the feminine presence in politics, The
woman is set up as in a glass case, scrutinized
not because she holds an office, but because
she 1s a woman, She exemplifies all women
in government. If she fails, all women fail;

achieves, all women gain an essential
bit of respect. This woman must be strong
and brave with an enormous love of mankind.

The woman does not have to hold a govern-
ment office In order to satisfy her political
enthusiasm. Her presence iz essential in
other areas of influence. Her energy might
stimulate a campaign or activate a political
party. By voting she exercises the most sacred
right of a democracy, She is able to study a
candidate’s qualifications and inform other
voters in that regard. As an Interested, irate,
or satisfled citlzen, she may petition and
correspond with public officials; senators and
congressmen are all too often neglected. Per-
haps the greatest role of the woman is that
which she comes by most naturally, that is,
the role of a wife and mother. From this par-
ticular vantage point, she can instill in her
family a deep pride in country, a trust in
government, and a vibrant belief that every
man possesses a unique, sacred personality.

Today the world is trembling, frightened
by the shadow of bitterness, prejudice, vio-
lence. Devices of destruction now terrify their
creators. War destroys the respect of man;
lives are shattered, dreams destroyed. Young
men lose falth in a country which teaches
them to kill. Love is an unknown quantity;
peace, an intangible vision. Natural disasters
ravage the earth leaving thousands homeless
and starving. Beauty and natural resources
are squandered and destroyed. Campuses
erupt in protest; violence is repald with vio-
lence. Prophets of love and prophets of doom
are equally ignored. Nations cry; there is
no one to hear the agony of their suffering.

If government is a faltering child, flounder-
ing in a sea of turmoil, then swirling amid
the turmoil is an abundance of kindness and
sincere concern—Perhaps a woman’'s out-
stretched hand would not correct the world,
but It may provide sufficient faith to stir
new life and hope.

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION JOUR-
NAL TAKES STAND ON NATIONAL
PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER
OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, in their April issue, the Ameri-
can Bar Association Journal cites a num-
ber of reasons why Congress and the
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State legislatures should be cautious in
considering the idea of a nationwide
Presidential primary.

To call attention to the “serious major
objections” which they cite, I insert be-
low the lead editorial from the current
issue of the American Bar Association
Journal:

A NATIONWIDE PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY?

With Congress and the state legislatures
in session, we shall be hearing more about
state and national Presidential primaries. At
present, many states have Presidential pri-
maries, some no more than popularity con-
tests, some with varled effects on nominating
convention delegates. These primaries are
widely scattered as to dates, entered by can-
didates only on a limited or selective basis,
sometimes avolded altogether, inconclusive,
Inordinately expensive and available serlously
only to those who can command vast cam-
palgn funds. Imagine such a primary in each
of the fifty states!

Hence there 1s a revival of discussion about
a natlonal Presidential primary for the nom-
ination of the President and Vice President,
There is nothing new about the idea. Con-
stitutional amendments to bring about a na-
tional primary In varying forms have been
before the Congress during all its recent ses-
sions, including the present one., But the idea
seems to galn more public attention during
and immediately after Presidentlal election

ears,

A national Presidential primary is subject
to serious major objections. First, there is the
virtually prohibitive cost of conducting a
coast~to-coast primary campaign. Injecting a
nationwide Presidential primary ahead of
the general election itself would require can-
didates to get financial backing of such large
proportions that the public might fear, and
rightly so, that the candidates would be un-
duly beholden to their moneyed benefactors.
Edward 8. Corwin, long-time professor of gov-
ernment at Princeton and considered by
many to be the dean of modern political
sclentlsts, wrote In The Presidency Today:
“Indeed, the national primary, instead of
being a democratic device, would be anti-
democratic, because 1t would limit candidates
to those few who could command the big
money required in the campaign.”

Second, there is the threat to the health
of the candidates. During the 1968 campaign
we saw headlines such as: “Humphrey Or-
dered To Rest’ and “Nixon Tired and Rest-
ing”. Add to these strains the pressures of a
national Presidential primary just ahead of
the general election campaign, for there
could hardly be a let-up between the two
events, and there would be a system that
might shorten the lives of the candidates.
The use of television would not eliminate the
burden of innumerable personal appearances
throughout the country. The 1968 campalgn
certalnly proved this point.

Third, as stated by Professor Corwin,
“equally serious is the prospect that a na-
tional primary would have a devastating ef-
fect on party cohesion”. A national Presiden-
tial primary might virtually destroy respon-
sible party government and put an end to
our effective two-party system. If one be-
lieves that party government, and especlally
our two-party government, is essential to the
preservation of free institutions, then any-
thing that weakens two-party government,
as a nationwide Presidential primary might,
should be avoided.

If one believes that good government rests
on sound principles and policies as espoused
broadly by organized political parties, then it
becomes plain that “voting for the man" in-
stead of the party's cholce of a man tends to
weaken party government and ultimately
leads to government by individuals, which in
the wrong hands could lead to dictatorship.

Good government does rest on sound prin-
clples and policles as espoused broadly by
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organized political parties. Might It not be
sald that every qualified voter should have
some political convictions and a party affilia=-
tion? To be an adherent of a political party,
one need not agree with everything that a
party espouses at any particular juncture if it
generally and preponderantly expresses one's
political stance. The least effective producer
of good government is the person who ig-
nores political discussions during a cam-
paign and forms his views by the image he
prefers on the last day or two before the
election by watching television.

Party strength begins at the grassroots—
the precinct level. That point of beginning
involves thousands of persons in the demo-
cratic processes of government., Everyone is
free to participate at that level either as a
candidate or a voter. One who ignores or
shuns this process is hardly in a position to
criticize the end results of the process, And
one who does participate, but is disappointed
with the results, should be willing to accept
defeat and resolve to work for victory an-
other day. The two-party system has its
faults, but it is the best we have devised so0
far, and we should resolve to keep it healthy
and strong.

The divisive effect of a party's Presidential
primary was foreshadowed in the last elec-
tion. Even though the primaries were mere
state affairs, it was hard, after the conven-
tion, to enlist for the winner of the nomina-
tion the strength of those who had worked
hard in the primaries for the loser.

NATIONAL TEACHERS-IN-POLITICS
WEEEKEND

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to commend the
city of Hawthorne for proclaiming the
weekend of April 11 to 13 as National
Teachers-in-Politics Weekend. This is
part of a program urging teachers to
become more interested and involved in
our political process. It is sponsored by
| the Association for Better Citizenship,

which is a part of the California Teach-
ers Association. I would like to include
the proclamation as a part of the Rec-
ORD:

PROCLAMATION

Whereas the teachers of Hawthorne, Cali-
fornia, members of the Callfornia Teachers
Association and the National Education As-
sociation, to lift the understanding of teach-
ers about the need for teacher involvement
in politics, and to inspire them to be in-
volved, have urged adoption of a proclama-
tion for National Teachers-In-Politics Week-
end; and

Whereas, it is their wish to attract the at-
| tention of the public to the new programs

and political awareness on the part of the
teachers; and communities will benefit when
all educators accept the rights and responsi-
bilities of political citizenship, because in
so doing, educators will be contributing that
which every citizen owes to self-government;
and

Whereas, it 1s their plan to make organized
teacher power visible where it really counts,
where the results really get tabulated in the
halls of congress, In the state capitols, in
city and town council chambers;

Now, therefore, I, Gregory Page, Mayor of
the City of Hawthorne, California, do here-
by proclaim April 11-13, 1969, “National
Teachers-In-Politics Weekend,” and do call
attention to the new programs of political
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awareness on the part of teachers and mem-
bers which lead to individual participation
and possible membership in political par-
ties of their cholce; and that teachers fulfill
one of the best functions of free citizens
by supporting, serving, and advocating, and
becoming candidates for the political party
of their cholce,
GREGORY PAGE,
Mayor, City of Hawthorne, Calif.

CALIFORNIA FRUIT EXCHANGE'S
CHIEF RETIRES

HON. HAROLD T. JOHNSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, for more than a half century
an old friend of mine has been active
in the fruit packing and shipping indus-
try in the State of California. During the
past years, the California Fruit Exchange
has become the world’s largest decidu-
ous tree fruit and grape marketing or-
ganization. Its recent growth and ex-
pansion, marked by outstanding service
to the agricultural industry of the State
of California and to the housewives
throughout the Nation, can be attributed
directly to the inspiration and dedicated
leadership of F'. M. “Bud” Small, its gen-
eral manager for many years.

Bud has now retired. As he leaves an
active business career, I feel that recog-
nition should be given to the contribu-
tions which this man has made to the
industry. No better statement of these
contributions can be made than that of
Mr. Hamilton L. Hintz, agricultural edi-
tor of the McClatchy Newspapers. I
would like leave to insert at this point in
the Recorp Mr. Hintz’ report from the
March 23, 1969, issue of the Sacramento
Bee,

FrUIT EXCHANGE'S CHIEF WILL RETIRE

(By Hamilton L. Hintz)

F. M. “Bud” Small, general manager of the
California Fruit Exchange, has revealed he
will retire at the end of March after a varled
career of 653 years in the fruit business.

His successor in the top spot of what is
claimed to be the world's largest declduous
tree fruit and grape marketing organization
will be named at the 68th annual meeting of
the exchange in the El Dorado Hotel in Sacra-
mento on April 22,

Last fall, due to expanded administrative
duties and in anticipation of Small’s retire-
ment in 1969, the board of directors named
Walter M. Tindell, field department manager,
a5 assistant general manager to work with
Small,

STARTED IN 1017

Small, now 69, got his start in the fruit
packing and shipping business back in 1917
because of a crop fallure on his father's peach
and plum ranch at Loomis, Placer County,
where he was born.

He was in his second year in the James
Lick High School in San Francisco at the
time and had to leave school to help his
father and support himself. He took a labor-
ing job with the Pioneer Fruit Company at
Loomis and after three years became manager
of the packing shed.

In the next 38 years Small spent about one-
half the tilme as manager at various times of
the Loomis Frult Growers Association, the
Colfax Fruit Growers Assoclation and the
Auburn Fruit Exchange, and as an execu-
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tive for three years of Bercut-Richards Pack-
ing Company in Sacramento.
BUSINESS VENTURES

The other one-half of that perlod was
spent in varlous business ventures—f{ruit
ranching and fruit shipping and brokering,
some of which were successes and some of
which was not.

Although he had been associated several
times with Callfornia Fruit Exchange affili-
ated organizations, he joined the exchange
staff in 1958 as manager of the fleld depart-
ment.,

He was named general manager on April 1,
1963, after the death of Fred W. Read.

“I really have had a varied career in this
business but each move was a new chal-
lenge,” says Small. He lists three things as
representing his greatest satisfactions dur-
ing the six years he has been general man-
ager.

One is the exchange reaching a record
volume of $26 million annually. Another is
the conversion to computerization of ac-
counting, sales trends and crop projections,

The third is the construction of the new
Blue Anchor Building on Howe Avenue and
winning the award for “The Finest Commer-
cial Office Building Built in America in 1967"
from the American Institute of Building De-
signers. The building is of Early California
design with offices surrounding a landscaped
courtyard and with the natural tree and
scrub growth maintained on the entire
property.

“Times have really changed in the fruit
business in my lifetime,” says Small. “When
I started out the farmer packed his own
fruit on the ranch and brought it to the
shipping shed by horse and wagon. He was
the arbiter of grade, size and quality.

“In 1925 I had charge of the first central
packing shed in Loomis where attention was
given to grade, size and quality. Now there
are federal and state laws and industry reg-
ulations governing all these things, and the
packing plants operate on a mechanized as-
sembly line basis with skilled equipment
operators, graders and packers.”

FERIOD OF CHANGE

Small has observed great changes in the
marketing of fruit. Up until a few years ago
the auction markets in the large eastern cities
took T0 per cent of the natlon's fruit. Now
87 per cent is sold on an f.0.b. shipping basis
to direct buyers. Fifty blg buyers, taking
about one-half the output, represent the
chain stores.

Transportation of fruit has changed from
nearly all rail to plggy-back refrigerated
units, refrigerated trucks and air cargo.

Exports falrly constantly account for 10
per cent of the crops but shift around the
world depending on local economie, political
and trouble situations. Right now less is
going to Europe and more to the Orlent and
South America.

VIEW OF FUTURE

How does he view the future?

“I see a continuing expanding situation
for the California Fruit Exchange and for
Callfornia agriculture in general, California
has the climate and the soil and the know-
how to produce competitively with any other
section,

“There is much new land that is being,
and can be brought into production to meet
increased demands and to offset urban sprawl
onto farm lands. Agricultural leaders are
working together better to meet common
problems of the industry.

“Small farmers are going to have a tough
time competing with large corporate or fam-
ily farms unless they join together to achieve
economies and bargaining strength. Labor
bargaining, unemployment insurance and
other laws favorable to farm labor are sure
to come and I am sure the industry will
adjust to the new situations.”

The exchange has members throughout
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California and Arizona and obtains about
half of its volume from the San Joaquin
Valley where the growth has been such as
to justify the establishment of a branch of-
fice in Fresno.

GRADE GROUPS

Small has been active in a long list of
agricultural trade organizations, including
the United Fresh Frult & Vegetable Assocla-
tion, California Grape & Tree Fruit League,
Sacramento Valley Employers Council, Cali-
fornia Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Corporation, California Tree Frult Agree-
ment and California Host Committee.

In retirement he plans to travel, look after
his ranch property in Sierra County and
participate in the People-To-People Pro-
gram. He and his wife will observe their 49th
anniversary in May.

BRAY REPORTS TO CONSTITUENTS:
NEWSLETTERS NO. 7 THROUGH
NO. 12

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, following are
my weekly newsletter reports No. 7
through No. 12:

RerorT No. 7

Reaction by the Russian Bear to anything
the lumbering animal doesn't like ranges,
figuratively speaking, from sullen growls
(verbose newspaper or magazine broadsides)
to a swipe of the claws (moving troops to the
frontier of the offending country) to the ulti-
mate and final embrace of the Bear's hairy

arms (moving troops across the frontler and

taking over the country). Sir Winston
Churchill’'s brief and devastatingly apt
description of Russia—"A riddle wrapped in
a mystery inside an enigma”—means it is
usually impossible to predict with any cer-
tainty what the reaction to any given thing
will be.

I was somewhat surprised lately to be, per-
sonally and by name, on the recelving end
of sullen growls. A recent newsletter in which
I criticized Sweden for extending diplomatic
recognition to Hanol, the latest move in a
series of openly anti-American actions, had
the effect (as far as I know to date) of get-
ting more response from Moscow than from
Stockholm,

Not in a minor key, either: [Izvestia
(“News") which is the official Soviet Govern-
ment newspaper, and Krasnaya Svezda (“Red
Star") the authoritative voice of the Red
Army, both attacked me and, in passing, de-
fended Sweden.

In some fashion unknown to me, my news-
letter or a comment about it got to Sweden.
It was then picked up by a correspondent of
Izvestia in Stockholm, who in turn sent a
story to his paper in Moscow. Izvestia printed
it on January 28 under the byline of one
G. Deynichenko (presumably, the Stockholm
correspondent) and Krasnays Svezda then
followed with an article on January 29, writ-
ten by V. Berezin., English versions of the
articles were made available to me by a Wash-
ington source soon after they had appeared.

English to Swedish to Russian and back to
English again—something got lost in the vari-
ous translations along the way, since some
statements given by the Soviets as direct
quotes from my newsletter only have distant
resemblance to what I actually wrote. For in-
stance, the two concluding sentences of my
newsletter had read:

“If you try to make friends with a dog, yet
he continually snaps and snarls at you,
there’s probably no reason to kick him for
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it. But there’'s no reason to throw him any
more bones, either.”

In Krasnaya Evezda, this came out as:

“The American Legislator compared the ob-
Ject of his dissatisfaction with a dog ‘who
snaps and growls at those who want to be-
friend it.' ‘Even if it is not worth driving
such a dog from the house,” Bray concludes,
‘one certainly should not throw it any more

Soviet propaganda (for that matter, prac-
tically all Communist propaganda) is almost
invariably incredibly dull, dreary, shapeless
and humorless, It plods and lurches its way
across the printed page with about as much
style and elegance as a drunken elephant
hip-deep in a mudhole, I have often thought
that more people have probably been driven
to defection from Communist countries on
account of the dust-dry propaganda than by
any other factor. Perhaps, as I sald earlier,
something is lost in the translation, but such
an excuse says very little for the abilitles of
the translators.

But why could my newsletter have pro-
voked such a response? What, in the vernac-
ular of today, “turned them on"? All I sald
in my newsletter, as far as suggesting what
the U.S. might do, was this:

“There 1s very little the United States can
do about any of this. The new Administra-
tion could refrailn from appointing a new
Ambassador to Stockholm, and leave our em=-
bassy there under a chargé d’affaires. . . . We
owe such a country absolutely no favors of
any sort. And the country in question should
not expect—nor have the gall to ask for—
anything beyond the most stifly formal and
correct treatment that is required in normal
diplomatic interchange. . . .”

I believe the Soviets saw in my newsletter
a “trial balloon.” To the Eremlin, everything
done outside the Communist bloc is a major
conspiracy of one sort or another, aimed at
thwarting Russian designs. I have no way of
knowing, but it well could be that Soviet
analysts saw my remarks as originally in-
spired by the White House itself (which they
certainly were not!) to test world reaction in
preparation for just such a move. Then,
later, go ahead if no one ralsed too much
objection.

The next Soviet assumption, then, might
have been that the Swedes would think the
same thing and possibly postpone indefi-
nitely or outright cancel, their planned rec-
ognition of North Vietnam. Net result: a
propaganda defeat of sizeable proportions for
both Hanol and Moscow, which is something
to be avoided at all costs.

On balance, this incident has probably
been the result of a silly Soviet miscalcula-
tion and misreading of one event. I would
suggest the Kremlin improve the quality of
its U.S. analysts. And while they're at it, they
might sharpen up their translators, too. I
don't mind in the least being quoted—even
by Izvestic and Krasnaya Svezda—but I do
wish it would be quoted as it was wrltten|

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENT TO REPORT No. 7

(Nore—English translation of the two
articles appearing in Izvestia and Krasnaya
Svezda which are referred to In Report
No.T.)

[From Moscow Izvestia, Jan. 28, 1969]
BRAY HAS BEEN ANGRY
(Article by G. Deynichenko)

StockHOLM, January 27.—The Eingdom of
Sweden has seriously insulted the Republi-
can, so seriously that he does not even want
to know this state. The stern Republican is
called Willilam G. Bray. He lives across the
ocean and enjoys considerable renown there,
because he represents the State of Indiana
in the U.S. Congress. Willlam Bray also made
his statement about relations with Sweden
in this capacity. He proposed that Washing-
ton not send an ambassador there any more
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but that it limit itself to a temporary charge
d’'affaires.

The Congressman stated: ‘“We are not
obliged to do any service whatever for such
a country.”

Bray timed his statement for the moment
when the United States in fact had no am-
bassador in Sweden. The ambassador finished
his term of service and left Stockholm a few
days afterwards.

What was It that disturbed Bray? The
reader can easily guess—the establishment
of diplomatic relations between Sweden and
the DRV. The press had already reported that
the Swedish decision to establish such rela-
tions had caused irritation in American offi-
clal circles. However, so far nobody had gone
as far as Bray. He allowed himself to use
diplomatic descriptions and images that were
in no way diplomatic.

The Congressman sald: If you try to make
friends with a dog and it continues to bite
you, perhaps it is not worth driving it out
but it is also not worth throwing it an extra
bone.

Bray is resolutely against the “extra bone,”
that is, agalnst appointing a new U.S. am-
bassador to Sweden.

It is not the first time that Sweden has
served as the object of crude attack by the
American press and even American officials.
Washington has trled to exert diplomatic
pressure on Sweden, and all this is In con-
nection with the Swedish position over the
Vietnam question, It is not yet clear whether
Bray's statement is to be interpreted as a
flash of temperament or as a sign of new
pressure.

[From Moscow Red Star, Jan. 29, 1969]
THERE Is DISSATISFACTION ACROSS THE OCEAN
(Article by V. Berezin)

American Congressman Willlam Bray was
extremely incensed and no more than three
days ago he gave vent to his wrath In a let-
ter to the electorate. The American Legis-
lator compared the object of his dissatisfac-
tion with a dog who “snaps and growls at
those who want to befriend it.” “Even if it
is not worth driving such a dog from the
house,” Bray concludes, “one certainly should
not throw it any more bones."

The object of this particular irritation and
these insulting attacks by the transoceanic
Congressman turned out to be Sweden,
which a little over two weeks ago recognized
the DRV and declided to establish diplomatic
relations with it. This realistic step by the
Swedish Government was greeted with ap-
proval by the world publie, since it is clear
that such a decision will only contribute to
the strengthening of peace in Southeast Asia
and to a settlement of the Vietnam problem
and, of course, will have a beneficial influ-
ence on the Paris talks on Vietnam. And
unquestionably, Stockholm’s judiclous act is
still another acknowledgment of the great
successes of the herole Vietnamese people,
in a prolonged and just struggle.

In Washington, such a realistic step by a
Scandinavian Government elicited evident
disapproval. Even earlier Washington had
not concealed its displeasure at the fact
that Sweden maintains political, economie,
and cultural contacts with the DRV. Last
year Washington went to the lengths of
slamming the door and recalling—allegedly
for “consultations”—its Ambassador Willlam
Heath.

Sweden’s latest action has been used by
Swedlsh ill-wishers to whip up an anti-
Swedish campaign in the United States.
Strange as it may seem, the U.S. State De-
partment appears to think that “Sweden's
decision will not assist the cause of peace
in Southeast Asla.” Such a step by Stock-
holm *“Vexes Washington,” the newspaper
“The Washington Post" admits. “The Swed-
ish Government’'s decislon will lead to an-
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other crisis in Swedish-U.S. relations,” Amer-
ican political observers gloomily predict.

Attempts are being made to exert pressure
on Sweden from across the ocean. Unambig-
uous threats are being resorted to, and we
found out that there was no standing on
ceremony in the choice of expressions used.
In the meantime, sixty-one-year-old Arne
Berndt Bjonberg, formerly newspaper com-
mentator, and subsequently Sweden's Am-
bassador to Guatemala, is preparing to take
up his new duties—this time as Swedish
Ambassador to the DRV. The capitals of
various other western states are now seri-
ously considering the possibility of follow-
ing Sweden's judicious example.

ReporT No. 8

“Here dead lle we because we did not choose

To live and shame the land from which we
sprung;

Life, to be sure, is nothing much to lose,

But young men think it is, and we were
young."

There have been over 30,000 to date—most
young, but some not; privates and generals,
draftees and Regulars; all creeds, all races;
wearing every uniform and holding every
rank; from every corner of the American Re-
public—our Vietnam dead. The last journey
of their life was to that far-off country, and
their last journey on this earth was to return
home—home, for the last time—to the land
and the community they had known and
loved.

And so loved that they chose to face—and
meet—death, rather than live and shame this
same land and country.

There have been, to date, other thousands
more who made a different choice. All young,
all walks of life, all races, all creeds, all social
and economic levels and, like their fellow
Americans in Vietnam, from every corner of
the American Republic. Some put on the uni-
form of their country and took the oath, but
then broke it. Others did not, but fled, to
Canada, to Sweden, no one knows how many
or where. They live today, beyond reach of
the laws of their homeland. Their existence
in exile is a collective living sneer at, and de-
filement of, their country, their people, and,
most of all, their 30,000 fellow Americans who
have died in Vietnam.

Not to be counted are the approximately
800 young men who openly defied the laws
of their country, yet had the stamina to
stand and face their fate at the bar of civil
justice or of a military court-martial. I think
they were wrong—the draft-card burners, the
draft resisters, the deserters—who are now
serving prison terms—and I cannot join the
ranks of maudlin sympathizers who snivel
over the fate of “fine young men in prison.”
Their lives have been interrupted, it is true,
but only temporarily. There are more than
30,000 whose lives were ended. But, for those
who did choose to face the penalties they
knew their behavior would invoke, I must say
they did have true courage of their convic-
tions. They did not run away.

For the rest of them, in thelr self-imposed
exile, pressure and propaganda has already
begun to seek for them a general amnesty.
This amnesty would, it seems, be delivered
at some future date, and the suggestion is
made that it be in the form of an Executive
Order by the President. It would be issued
at an appropriate time, and then clear the
way for them to return home. To return, no
doubt, in what would be an attitude of
smirking triumph, to be lauded for their
“moral courage” by every slack-jawed, loose
principled, meddling busybody whose ener-
gles In behalf of these exiles have been con-
stantly geared to the adulation, encourage-
ment, propaganda for and assistance to deeds
which were nothing less than treasonous.

I cannot conceive of any action such as
this proposed “amnesty" which would more
enrage the American people. I know it would
not stand the slightest chance of approval by
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the U.S. Congress if presented as proposed
legislation, and I cannot imagine such a step
being taken by the Administration.

“If we break faith with us who die
We do not sleep, but still we lie
In Flanders Flelds . . .”

McCrae wrote his poem for the dead of
World War I but the words apply today. If
one chooses to break faith with his country
and his fellow-citizens, and flee to alien
shores, then let him make, when the time
comes, one of the two cholices he has left
open to himself: exist out his days in exile,
or return and face the judgment of those to
whom the words “Duty—Honor—Country”
have a meaning, and for whom the word
“Loyalty” has a connotation going far be-
yond just taking an oath.

Pericles’ famous and moving Funeral Ora-
tion, delivered over the Athenian dead in the
winter of 431-430 B.C., at the beginning of
the Peloponnesian War, contained these stir-
ring lines about bravery, and what it means:

“. . . the man who can most truly be ac-
counted brave is he who best knows the
meaning of what is sweet in life and of what
is terrible, and then goes out undeterred to
meet what is to come.”

The 30,000 dead knew this sweetness of
life, the blessings of their homeland, the
glory of its heritage and the promise of its
future. They also knew what was terrible,
but they met it as it came. How could any
nation grant amnesty to those whose arro-
gant posturing and cynical, twisted moraliz-
ing blasphemes the memory of brave men?
We must not allow the courage of the fallen
to be defiled by those who not only reject
and mock what their country stands for, but
also implicitly reject and mock those who
died to preserve it.

RePoORT No. 9

“C’est magnifique, mais ce n'est pas la
guerre”—("It is magnificent, but it is not
war!™)
1854—Balaclava, the Crimea: The French

General Bosquet watched as Lord Cardigan's
700-man Light Brigade of cavalry thundered
at the gallop down North Valley, stralght
into the flaming Russian cannon. Tears
streaming down his cheeks as he stood on
the Fedioukine Hills overlooking the valley,
General Bosquet uttered that memorable
phrase that has been repeated all through
history ever since, when volices have been
raised in protest against what has seemed
to be useless expenditure of brave men and
their raw courage in the face of impossible
odds.

Bosquet's words have been used in differ-
ent form ever since the return of the Pueblo
and its crew. As thelr painful story unfolds,
public reaction makes it clear that the
American people are saying, in effect, “The
crew was magnificent, but what brought this
about was not war!"

I have been assigned to what I consider
one of the most important duties ever given
me since coming to the House of Representa-
tives over 18 years ago: ranking Republican
member of a Specilal Subcommittee of the
House Armed Services Committee to investi-
gate all circumstances surrounding the
capture of the Pueblo and its crew. My Sub-
committee will consider the national secu-
rity aspects as well as what changes, if any,
should be made In existing prisoner of war
codes of conduct,

By nature of its assignment, the Subcom-
mittee will be going far beyond the scope
of the Navy's Board of Inquiry. Our report,
which is due before January 1970, must con-
taln specific recommendations for whatever
corrective administrative or legislative ac-
tion we feel should be taken to prevent this
from happening again.

There is, I think, another area of equal
importance, The Pueblo affair has raised ex-
tremely grave questions in the minds of the
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citizens of our Republic. It is no exaggera-
tlon to say that, coming on top of the “cred-
ibility gap” brought about by the Viet Nam
‘War, the Pueblo case has seriously damaged
the faith and confidence of our people in
the country’s top-level military and civillan
leaders.

A change of Administration, by itself, is
not sufficlent to erase this doubt. A public
opinion survey indicates that two out of
three Americans believe the whole truth will
never be known. Such voluntary cessation
of trust in their Government by such a large
segment of the population is highly disturb-
ing to me. To be sure, due to national secu-
rity requirements, the whole story about any
intelligence operation can never be revealed.
But I believe what concerns our citizens
goes much deeper than mere curiosity about
“James Bond" angles.

I wonder If it may be a sympton of this
strange, much-debated and much-discussed
abstraction called “alienation of the indi-
vidual”? Have we reached a point in our
country where doubt and mistrust are going
to be the main governing factors in the peo-
ple’s relationship to their Government? Do
our people really feel the Federal Government
is nothing more than a vast, impersonal mon-
strosity, whose word is worthless, whose
deeds are vain, whose promises are hollow,
whose judgment is too questionable to be
rellable, and whose future, indeed may be in
doubt?

Let me make it clear that I do not ask
for blind belief from any one on any thing.
And let me also make it clear that I feel the
Federal Government has brought much of
this upon itself. Protestations by the
bureaucracy to the contrary, the Federal
Government has all too often let itself seem
to be downright callous and ignorant of the
human factor in people, and more inclined
to view the population as numbers, fit for
coding on punch cards or computer tapes,
and to be manipulated like does on a graph
or symbols in some equation.

In essence, I belleve what our people are
trying to say about the Pueblo might come
to this: “Don't gamble needlessly with hu-
man lives. If the risk has to be taken, at least
make sure, by all possible steps, that the
odds are in our favor as much as possible.”

Much has come out of the Pueblo inquiry
to date to make people think this was not
opserved. It makes no difference why—ignor-
ance, carelessness or blind stupldity—but
the feeling in the country is fear it may
happen again.

Standing beside General Bosquet, watching
the Light Brigade in its hour of agony and
wondering “the reason why” was Bosquet's
fellow country-man, General Brite. Brite’s
remarks are less well-known but apply as
well as do Bosquet's:

“JE SUIS VIEUX, J'AI VU DES BATAILLES, MAIS
CECI EST TROP.”"—(“I AM OLD, I HAVE SEEN
BATTLES, BUT THIS IS TOO MUCH!")

Our American Republic is not an old
country, as countries go, but we have seen
many battles and, sadly enough, we may well
see more in the course of our national exist-
ence, But let the Pueblo be to us as was the
Charge of the Light Brigade to Generals
Bosquet and Brite: magnificent, for the
courage of the men, but caused by nothing
to be found in the common-sense rules of
warfare or conflict between nations.

And, it is too much. It must never happen
agaln,

ReEPoRT No. 10

The following sentence which appeared in
a Washington, D.C., newspaper last week gave
me certaln wry amusement:

“With all the unspent momentum of the
Cold War, Berlin is once agaln belng pro-
pelled inexorably into an East-West crisis
this week, but nobody quite knows why.”
(Italics mine.)
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The underscored part of the sentence is
completely wrong. It is easy and sometimes,
for the sake of the reputations of statesmen
living and dead, convenient, to forget. There
are those who would very much like to for-
get Teheran, in 1944, and Yalta, In 1945. But
it was at those two wartime conferences
where the United States sowed the wind of
carelessness that means we now reap the
whirlwind of crisis, with regard to Berlin
and, for that matter, the rest of the world.

Teheran produced very few firm commit-
ments for anything except Owverlord, the
cross-Channel invasion of Europe, and Anvil,
the invasion of Southern France. The first
gave Stalin his “second front” and the sec-
ond, meaning the U.S5. and Britaln would by-
pass the Balkans, gave Stalln eventual con-
trol in that area, Conference records (I have
the documents and have carefully studied
them) are not clear on exactly what Stalin
was promised regarding post-war occupancy
of Central and Eastern Europe.

British General Lord Ismay, Chlef of Stafl
to the Minister of Defense from 1940 to 1946,
and present at the conferences, has noted
that “. . . the Anglo-American forces were
committed to withdrawing to their respective
zones of occupation as soon as Germany sur-
rendered.” General Eisenhower, altho not at
Teheran, was filled in on what went on by
Roosevelt. Eisenhower wrote in 1962, in an
article entitled “My Views on Berlin,” that
*“ . .. by prior political agreement any terri-
tory captured by us within the planned So-
viet zone would necessarily be surrendered
to the Soviets.”

In November 1944 the European Advisory
Committee, created at Teheran, agreed to a
three-way division of Germany between the
U.S., Britain and Russia. Later amended to
include France, the agreement had no plan
for guaranteed access to Berlin, This was
noted at Yalta, in February 1945, where ar-
rangements were made for Berlin to be gov-
erned jointly by commandants appointed by
respective zone Commanders-in-Chief. But
still, no iron-class access to the city was pro-
vided.

However, at Yalta, the U.S, Joint Planners
did recommend a memo to the British and
Soviet General Staffs, pointing out this iso-
lation, and citing the need for regular transit
by road, air and rail, and proposing (here I
quote from the memo) “ ... that the genera
principle be accepted of freedom of trans
by each nation concerned between the main
occupled area and the forces occupying Ber-
lIin and similar isolated areas.” The British
concurred: the Soviets did not. The matter
was dropped.

General Lucius Clay, who served for four
years first as Deputy Military Governor, then
as Military Governor of Germany, sald after-
wards on the Berlin access question that the
U.S. Ambassador to Great Britaln, one of the
members of the EAC, felt . . . the right to
be in Berlin carried with it the right of
access and that it would only confuse the
issue to raise it in connection with the agree-
ment. . . . He [the Ambassador] belleved it
possible to develop a mutual frlendly under-
standing [with the Soviets] In which differ-
ences would disappear. . . ." Now, this was
the Ambassador's opinion In 1945, but In
1950 the Ambassador's Executive Assistant
denied this, saying the blame lay with the
military and in Washington. But with
whom? He never said.

So Berlin is once again tossed Into the
East-West crisis barrel because the Soviets
control access to the city and can close it
off whenever they wish. So much for the
“why” as to constant crisis, but why was
this situation allowed to develop?

I am at a loss to understand it and there
will very likely never be a complete answer
to this question, telling who and for what
reasons held off from pressing the Soviets
for this access. As I wrote in my book Rus-
slan Frontiers: From Muscovy to Ehru-
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shechev: “No farm boy, even without formal
education, would consider purchasing land
without having a guaranteed route of access,
even though he trusted the owner of the
surrounding land.”

Treason? I doubt it; why should Stalin
have taken the great risk of using traitors
when he had what for him was the no doubt
pleasant and amusing task of dealing with
those whom he considered fools?

Nalvete? More like it; In those days we
tragically relled on that incredibly wrong-
headed cliche that “you make a man trust-
worthy by trusting him,” But the naive, if
they pursue that course long enough, soon
slide over into being stupid. We struggled
80 hard to win a war and it seems that we
also struggled so hard to lose the peace that
followed. The result has been to jeopardize
the stability of an entire continent, and the
whole world, for no one knows how many
years to come.

Whether the ultimate reason 1s ever found
or not, we must never repeat the mistake,
Because being taken advantage of once too
often may just mean that the one time too
often will be the last. And it won't be be-
cause we determine not to allow it again; it
will be because we will no longer have any
say in the matter.

We will, by that one time too often, have
placed ourselves in a position where alterna-
tives no longer exist, and acquiescence to
our enemies is the only possible road we will
be able to follow.

RerorT No. 11
“MURDER WILL oUT"

Pirst used by Chaucer in Canterbury Tales
and later by Cervantés in Don Quixote, this
phrase implies that killers will always be
known, caught, brought to justice and the
case settled to everyone’s satisfaction. Well,
it just ism’t so, as any Prosecutor, Judge,
Bheriff, Chief of Police or law enforcement
official will tell you.

Even if it seems all the facts are known,
sudden and viclent deaths of famous men
have, all through history, been surrounded by
speculation and theorles generated by per-
sons who do not believe the “officlal” rea-
sons. Admittedly, there have been times when
the theorles were well-founded.

But some certainly have not. For instance,
it is clalmed even today by some that John
‘Wilkes Booth was really in league with Lin-
coln's Secretary of War, Stanton, and that
Stanton had masterminded a plot to kill
Lincoln which involved high officials up to
and including General Grant. This of course
is totally ridiculous.

Some maintain that Tsar Nicholas IT of
Russia, last of the Romanov dynasty, was
not really murdered with his family but was
seen in Paris in 1930. Or, even If the Tsar and
most of the family died, his daughter An-
astasla survived and is alive to this day.

Since President Eennedy’'s assassination
there has been a virtual flood of accounts
telling the “truth” and the end is not yet
in sight. Senator Robert Kennedy’s killer
seems, on the basis of available evidence, to
have worked alone, but already there are
dark rumblings of a “terrorist plot" and not-
too-subtle hints that Sirhan had help from
some quarter.

The conclusion last week to the trial of
James Earl Ray for the murder of Martin
Luther King may have ended a trial but cer-
tainly did not write finls to anything else.
Pive books are coming out on the killing: a
Congressional Committee plans an investi-
gation and we may be sure we will hear
much more about it for some time.

Just two days after the end of the trial,
where Ray pleaded guilty and was sentenced
to 99 years in prison, conflicting accounts
began to show up. Ray supposedly regrets his
gullty plea; he did say in court that he did
not agree with the statement that there was
no conspiracy. Second, the statement that
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Mrs. King and officlals of the Southern
Christian Leadership Council had been con-
sulted in advance, and had approved, of
having Ray plead guilty (a gquestionable
move in itself) has now been denied by SCLC.

One point has been made about the King
murder that I think is well taken: Ray, sup=-
posedly operating alone, managed to be in
the right room, in the right city, at the right
distance from his intended victim, at the
right time and moment when he could frame
King in the cross-hairs of a telescopic sight.
The mathematical odds against this happen-
ing “by chance” are truly incalculable.

Now, it goes without saying that it is im-
possible to satisfy everyone in such cases.
Cranks and crackpots will continue to spin
fairy tales that have not the slightest basis
in truth. This isn't restricted to murders,
either; a prominent English historlan re-
cently quite casually (and carelessly, I
think) tossed out his own version of George
Washington's last and fatal illness, The “ex-
planation” is incredible and had never been
alluded to, even remotely, privately or in
print, by any of Washington’s blographers
or any historians of that perlod. It is also
quite defamatory and I do not care to men-
tion it here.

The Department of Justice is being pressed
to open its own investigation of the King
murder. But Ray is no longer a fugitive and
the case against him has been settled in the
courts. Justice could become involved only
under the authority of a Reconstruction-era
civil rights law that outlaws a conspiracy of
“two or more persons” to harm or threaten
any citizen In exercise of his constitutional
rights.

This law was Invoked in the case last
year, as soon as the FBI had a definite lead
on Ray, under his alias of Galt. The fugitive
warrant filed at that time stated that the
suspect and “an individual . . . alleged to be
his brother entered info a conspiracy.” Soon
after this, Galt was identified by the FBI as
Ray, but the earller conspiracy allegation
was never formally dropped.

So this is the only remaining basis for a
Federal investigation, and a very tenuous
basis at that, for there is no Federal murder
statute that would apply. It is understand-
able why Justice does not want to get in-
volved, because due to the wording of the
statute itself this would give the impression
that the Federal Government had material
on hand that would prove a conspiracy
existed.

Bo what should the American citizen be-
Heve? He is quite rightly concerned with see-
ing justice done and he has every right to
know the facts. But the citizen’s attempts
to decide for himself are going to be con-
fused and made quite difficult by the follow-
up to come, some of which will be substan-
tive and serlous, but most of which will be
frivolous and undertaken by those who have
nothing but the basest of motives.

I can only suggest a somewhat negative
answer: we should not let any second-guess-
ing on Eing's murder—or on any other mur-
der, for that matter—by any one, shake our
faith in our American Republic and its laws.
There very well may be imperfections in our
system of government, but our duties as
citizens are to help solve them, and not be-
come weakened and divided internally by
fighting over them.

ReporT No. 12

“Only when our arms are sufficlent beyond
doubt can we be certain that they will never
be employed.” “Today the expenditure of
billions of dollars every year on weapons, ac-
quired for the purpose of making sure we
never need to use them, 1s essential to keep-
ing the peace.”

There is no simple answer to any question
but these two statements are as good as any
and better than most I have seen on the need
for arms for our Republic’s defense. President
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Nixon no doubt had sentiments like these In
mind when he decided to go ahead with a
limited deployment of the Sentinel anti-
ballistic missile system.

The President's decision, subject to Con-
gressional approval, means placing long-
range BSpartan missiles, short-range Sprint
missiles and radar at 12 sites around the
country. Cost is an estimated $6-87 billion;
the entire plan is subject to constant review.
For defense of key segments of our second-
strike ability (our power to retaliate against
an enemy nuclear attack) Sentinel will be
at remote missile bases except for one site
close to Washington, D.C.

Much heat and little light has been gen-
erated by the controversy and the loudest
shouting has come from Sentinel’s opponents,
running from outright unilateral disarma-
ment advocates to those whose reservations
are based on less extreme grounds. In many
instances, those favoring Sentinel have been
placed in a bad light by biased and pre-
Judiced reporting. One such story in a major
East Coast newspaper, for example, referred
to Sentinel's supporters as “braided digni-
tarles of the Joint Chiefs of Staff” and “a
sprinkling of prominent sclentists.” The more
favorable adjectives were reserved for Sen-
tinel’s opponents, who were described as “a
politically glamorous clutch of Democrats,”
“an impressive array of scientists,” and "a
glittering group of moderate-to-liberal mem-
bers of Mr. Nixon's own party.” Nothing like
being objective, is there?

I'd like to discuss briefly the major argu-
ments against deployment of Sentinel. I know
this is a highly emotional issue to many but
some statements I have seen opposing the
system have absolutely no factual basls
whatsoever.

First, there 15 the charge that “Sentinel
means surrender to ‘the military-industrial
complex."” “The military-industrial com-
plex"” was first mentioned in Elsenhower’s
Farewell address in January 1961 and made
up a tiny fraction of the topics covered in
that speech. However, it was eagerly selzed
upon and since that time it has been fervent-
1y quoted at every turn by those very persons
who have absolutely no use for nor good
words to say about anything else Eisenhower
ever sald, thought or did.

I will grant that an uncontrolled, unsuper-
vised “military-industrial complex” could in-
deed be an evil Influence and there are his-
torical examples to bear this out. Erupp, in
Germany, and Mitsul-Mitsubishi, in Japan;
historlans still quarrel over to what extent
alllance of these industrial glants with the
military in their respective nations ulti-
mately led to war. But in the United States
there is an alert, inquisitive Congress, plus
public opinion, that acts as a very strong
check on such a combination. “Military-
industrial complex” has been turned into a
vague cliche, faintly suggestive of dark plots
in high places. I am getting tired of hearing
it, as these Inferences have little if any basis
in fact.

“Sentinel won't work.” It is true that Sen-
tinel has never been tested, because the same
test ban treaty so avidly sought by Sentinel’s
opponents prohibit nuclear warhead testing
in the atmosphere. But it certainly won't
work if it isn't bullt; I believe it is preferable
to take the chance that it will, if needed.
Incidentally, the “won’t work” argument was
used against the H-bomb by nuclear physi-
cist J. Robert Oppenheimer. Years later he
admitted he didn’t know If it would or not,
but argued it would not because he did not
want it to work!

“Sentinel antagonizes the Russians.” The
Russians are antagonized by the very fact
of our standing in their path to world domi-
nation, Besides, why should we reach for a
handkerchief every time the Russlan Bear
sneezes?

“Sentinel hinders arms-control talks." The
Soviets agreed to arms-control talks after
President Johnson announced Sentinel de-
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velopment plans. The Soviets themselves have
an ABM defense system (the Talllnn com-
plex) an estimated 1020 ICBM's and appear
to be developing a new multiple-warhead
missile that could deliver 10 one-megaton
bombs at a time.

“Billions spent for Sentinel should be spent
on soclal problems instead.” To answer this,
I offer the following from Sir John Slessor’s
book Strategy for the West:

“It is customary in democratic countries
to deplore expenditures on armaments as
conflicting with the requirements of the so-
clal services. There is a tendency to forget
that the most Important social service that a
government can do for its people is to keep
them alive and free.”

“The Sentinel decision should be made by
expert sclentists, not politiclans.” In the last
analysis, politicians must decide on every-
thing because that is what they alone were
elected by the people to do. They must hear
all sides, but upon them lies the final, heavy
burden of decision. This is basic to our form
of government. Some persons who ought to
know better than to be periodically reminded
of this.

“The President's Sentinel decision means
his ‘honeymoon' with Congress is over.”
Those using this argument were just aching
for a chance to go for the Presidentlal jug-
ular vein, anyway, and if it hadn’t been on
Sentinel, it would have been on something
else,

The U.S. now lead in overall missile de-
livery but the Soviets are working hard to
close the gap and are actually ahead in de-
ployment, if not in technology. As President
Nixon said, Sentinel is “in the interests of
peace throughout the world.”

The two statements quoted at the begin-
ning of this newsletter neatly and precisely
sum up the very unpleasant but still vitally-
essentlal “why"” of it all, The first was made
in January 1961 the second in June 1963.
The author of both was President John F.
Kennedy.

CENSUS REFORM

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, a re-
cent issue of Trial magazine contained
an article which indirectly makes a very
strong argument for H.R. 3778, and com-
panion bills relative to census reform.
The article deals with the increasing
threat to privacy and individualism in
our modern world. The article presents
an excellent case for enactment of leg-
islation to limit the census questionnaires
for the 1970 census. I insert at this point
in the Recorp an excellent article by
Justice Stanley Mosk in the February-
March 1969 issue of Trial magazine:

THE INDIVIDUAL IN A CROWDING WORLD

(By Associate Justice Stanley Mosk, supreme
court of California)

Justice Willlam O. Douglas spoke last year
at a conference called at San Franclsco State
College to discuss “Privacy in a Crowding
World.” It is & problem with which we must
be increasingly concerned, as all of us be-
come enveloped by a world population ex-
plosion, and by the development of pervasive
bigness here in America: big government,
big business, big labor.

Man, the unique individual, is being
packed into the mold of man, an indistin-
guishable mass. We are being inexorably re-
duced as a person to a mere cipher, a tele-
phone number, a social security number, a
bank number, an employment number, a
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credit card number; in general, to a number
in a punch-card machine which knows more
about each of us than we ourselves know,
and certainly more than we want our neigh-
bors or our government to know.,

Justice Douglas expressed his fears of the
proposed national data center:

“The computer has taken its place along-
side the A-bomb to mark the second phe-
nomenal revolution of this generation, An
idea can now be transmitted around the
world in one-seventh of a second. And so the
recurring question is, what ideas will be dis-
seminated? If they concern people, what data
will go into the machine, how will people be
evaluated, whose names will come out if the
subversive button is pressed, the lazy button
is pressed, the unreliable button is pressed,
and the like? If a centralized data center is
established, as proposed, and all the con-
tents of personnel files are poured into it,
the privacy in this nation will be drastically
diluted.”

What 1is Douglas' objection and mine
basically, to computerized data? It is the
tendency to seek and to obtaln utter con-
formity and uniformity. The lconoclast will
automatically offend even the most tolerant
Univac.

Is there basis for fear that liberty is
threatened today? There are those, generally
on the extremes of the political spectrum,
who say it is. If the origin of this frightful
prospect is: (a) we have too many laws to-
day; (b) morality has broken down so more
restraints are inevitable; (c) all public offi-
cials today are crooks or morons or worse;
(d) courts are coddling criminals and com-
munists; (e) let's return to the good old days
of laissez-falre—meaning freedom for trusts,
no labor unions, child labor, no minimum
wage or maximum hours—if those elements
are believed to indicate we are losing our
liberty, then I must vehemently dissent, Un=-
der those enumerated theses liberty was
never more secure. I reject the atavistic doc-
trine that modern government is unneces-
sary, that its services, including education,
are a plot against the liberties of the citizens.

THREAT OF BUREAUCRACY

I do belleve, however, liberty is endan-
gered from another, less obvious, direction—
the evils of conformity, which I prefer to call
bureaucracy. By “bureaucracy” I mean the
rigid and formal attitude which pervades the
levels of both government and business—
the bureaucracles of the public and the pri-
vate sectors.

Let us look at a few facts. Government, In
some form, now employs one of every ten
actlve workers. The job classifications vary
from those provided for in the Constitution
of the United States to the thousands being
drawn up every day in the personnel depart-
ments of federal, state, and local govern-
ments. One million Californlans work for
government—codified, classified, stratified,
and In some instances, stultified,

In the private sector, well over 80 percent
of the nonfarm workers are in corporate em-
ployment. And some 500 corporations today
control two-thirds of the nonfarm economy.

It I1s not the power situation which con-
cerns me, however. It Is the tendency toward
the same rigid organizational concept in
which the individual is secondary to proce-
dures. Indeed, I have heard speculation that
the personnel departments of large corpora-
tions and Ilarge governments could be
switched in toto without any interruption
in the process of Interviews and personality
tests. It goes without saying that the IBM
forms would be interchangeable.

A corporation is generally, for its em-
ployees, a riskless and seemingly eternal or-
ganization which dominates the public and
personal lives of thousands of people and
institutions. With the best intentions in the
world, many managers are still struggling
with the anonymity of corporate life. The
problem is facelessness. For the first time in
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our history self-development has taken a
back seat to security, and security has come
to be synonymous with the existence of the
corporation or the government agency. The
corporate organization stresses the individ-
ual as a cipher over the individual in his
most noble role as a creator.

AFFLUENT AMERICA

This vast machine may be functioning
quite well at the moment. We have more elec~
tric can openers, color TV's, and garbage dis-
posals than any nation in history. In afilu-
ent Beverly Hills there are 18,000 households
and 70,000 telephones, and one psychiatrist
for every 195 citizens. But the overall trend
is bad for America. The democratic liberties,
the free enterprise opportunities, and the so-
clal conscience of this nation emerged not
from stratified entities but rather from the
wellspring of individual thought and action.
Only after our most cherished concepts were
molded by individuals, who originally were
neither afraid to try nor afraid to fail, did
bureaucracy take over.

And, lest you think bureaucracy threatens
only the Great Idea, look around you at cur-
rent public and private architecture. With
a few noteworthy exceptions, our metropoli-
tan office bulldings appear to be stark struc-
tures the architecture of which can only be
described as Early 1984.

The stress today in bureaucracies, both
public and private, is to function in a man-
ner that is most often labeled smooth. It is
a state of being hard to describe. It bears
no apparent relationship to creativity, can-
didness, articulateness, quickness, or individ-
uality. Obviously, the condition is foreign
to controversy. It would appear to be direct-
1y related to conformity. *“Conformity to
what?" you ask. That, too, is hard to define.
Techniques and procedures are certainly
more evident than an ideology or philosophy.
In fact, bureaucracy, both public and private,
is characterized by a lack of ideological
fervor. The method is the thing. Bureaucracy
was taking away men's minds before automa-
tion was threatening their jobs.

The bureaucratic attitude invades any
area:

in law, it litigates and legislates with more
regard for techniques than ultimate accom-
plishments;

in government, it revels in rule books fash-
ifoned by anonymous bureaucrats dedicated
to the destruction of the English language;

in labor, it places organizational security
over concern for labor's needs;

in business, it regards expansion as prefer-
able to innovation;

in education, it stresses rigidity of program
over adaptation to the needs of individual
pupils.

CREATIVITY STIFLED

A system can only function well when it
is nourished with ideas and strength of spirit.
Bureaucracy is being intellectually and
spiritually starved today because there is
timidity and blind conformity on the part of
those who comprise its ranks, both in gov-
ernment and in business. Bureaucracy does
not enroll persons for a period of challenging
employment; it inters them for the period
necessary to qualify for a pension.

And those who comprise its ranks submit
to interment all too readily. They happily
avold any opportunity to constructively eriti-
cize, to daringly dissent, to courageously ex-
periment.

This suggests that we have falled to in-
culcate the spirit of the challenging oppor-
tunities designed by our magnificent form of
government. Oh, yes, we sing the Star
Spangled Banner, and we recite the Pledge
of Alleglance to the flag. But do we really
mean what we say, or do we revere conformity
over individualism? Certainly each person
has constitutional rights, but a dirty long-
haired hippie—?

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Many of us have cherished the notion that
civil liberties have been under attack by only
a few fanatics—that the general public re-
gards our edifice of laws and institutions, de-
signed to safeguard individual liberties, with
respect and reverence. While this may be true
in the abstract sense, I wonder how many
specific elements of freedom the people
would fight to retain. Chief Justice Warren
sald in a speech before the American Bar
Association a few years ago that if the Bill
of Rights were to be voted on today, he
doubted that 1t would pass. This is a sober-
ing thought, and yet can you believe a
majority would vote for the Fifth Amend-
ment?

Or, suppose a nationwide referendum were
held asking the American people to vote on
the following question: “Should our govern-
ment permit the publication of newspapers
that advocate the recognition of Red China?"”
Or perhaps this question: “Should the Con-
stitution be amended to prevent an atheist
from becoming President of the United
States?” Or, “Should an avowed nudist be
permitted to serve in Congress?”

I regret to say that I would be afraid of
the results of such a poll. The people are
often quick to react against what they con-
celve to be a tangible evil, even at the price
of sacrificing such abstractions as law and
liberty; Red China 1is bad, atheism and
nudism are also bad—and while the Con-
stitution is good, we may not see the con-
nection between crushing an evil, and crip-
pling with the same blow our fundamental
concept of democracy.

CALL FOR INDIVIDUALISM

Our emphasis in this age of bigness must
be on individual thought, individual initia-
tive, and on individual courage. I reject the
argument that only intellectuals can under-
stand the philosophy of our system of gov-
ernment. The people can understand it, and
they must understand it, if our society is to
endure,

Does this encourage controversy? Does
protecting individual initiative and free
speech rock the boat? Of course it does, But
in the words of Justice Douglas in the
Terminiello case:

“[A] function of free speech under our sys-
tem of government is to invite dispute. It
may indeed best serve its high purpose when
it induces a condition of unrest, creates dis-
satisfaction with conditions as they are, or
even stirs people to anger. Speech is often
provocative and challenging, It may strike at
prejudices and preconceptions and have pro-
found unsettling effects as it presses for ac-
ceptance of an idea. That is why freedom of
speech . . . is . . . protected against censor-
ship or punishment, unless shown likely to
produce a clear and present danger of a seri-
ous substantive evil that rises far above pub-
lic inconvenience, annoyance or unrest. . . .
There is no room under our Constitution for
a more restrictive view. For the alternative
would lead to standardization of ideas either
by legislatures, courts, or dominant political
or community groups.”

COMMEMORATION OF NATIONAL
COIN WEEK

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, my con-
stituent, Brian E. Foss, of Westborough,
Mass., has brought to my attention, on
behalf of the American Numismatic As-
sociation and the Mail Order Coin Club
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that the week of April 19 through April
26, next, has been designated as National
Coin Week.

As you know, the field of numismatol-
ogy has become a very vast and interest-
ing field with many millions of collec-
tors. It is estimated that one in every
40 people collect coins or save them.

This year, the theme of National Coin
Week is “Coins—Links in a Chain of
Peace,” which is being promoted by the
American Numismatic Association and
the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations.

Certainly this theme and every other
activity that tends to promote the
thought and the cause of peace in this
turbulent world is most worthy of the
widest public interest, and I, therefore,
respectfully urge my colleagues and
REcorp readers to take due note of this
significant event.

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE
DOMINICK V. DANIELS ON AMERI-
CAN POLICIES TOWARD EAST-
CENTRAL EUROPE

HON. DOMINICK V. DANIELS

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 15, 1969

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, there is considerable renewed
interest in the affairs of East-Central
Europe since the spring events of Czech-
oslovakia a year ago, which led to the
Russian occupation of that proud nation
and threats toward two other countries,
Rumania and Yugoslavia. Yet, despite
military occupation, the passive resist-
ance of the Czech and Slovak peoples
continues and Rumania has, despite
token gestures of friendships toward the
Soviet Union, preserved its semi-inde-
pendent line in international politics,
and Yugoslavia failed to be intimidated
by the menace of a Soviet Russian occu-
pation.

The spirit of reform, at least in the
economic sphere, is very much alive in
Hungary and unrest extends to Bulgaria
where the party leadership has recently
undertaken repressive measures against
the intellectuals and to Poland where
police had to be used to repress uni-
versity unrest last spring. The forces of
nationalism and humanism cannot be
destroyed in the region despite the mili-
tary and economic power of the protect-
ing power, the Soviet Union.

At the same time, the Soviet Union
has increasing difficulties with the Red
Chinese and the conflict will only in-
crease and not decrease, as Communist
China is acquiring the wherewithal of
world power: nuclear armaments and
soon, also missiles to deliver nuclear war-
heads. There is therefore, an increasing
willingness on the Soviet part for a de-
tente in Europe. Of course, the detente
to them would mean that we officially
recognize the status quo in East-Central
Europe, the satellite status of these
countries.
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Perhaps some of us would say what are
we losing by such an arrangement, we
do not control those countries anyway?
However, the centrifugal forces in the
region have been operating for the last
11 years despite our tacit recognition of
the status quo by nonintervention in the
Hungarian-Soviet conflict upon the vic-
tory of the Hungarian revolution in
Hungary.

The forces work despite our silence at
the military occupation of Czechoslo-
vakia by the Soviet Union last August.
The seeds of conflicts will not be extin-
guished by our discreet silence not to
mention our moral debasement if we were
to become guarantors of the present
status quo which means deprivation of
these nations of the right of national
self-determination. Russian power in the
region is, however, manifest and no solu-
tion can be attained without Soviet con-
sent and some consideration of the se-
curity needs of the Soviet Union.

The need for a new policy therefore,
cannot be either a return to liberation
policies, nor the continuation of some
slightly modified form of bridgebuild-
ing which was a soporific for inaction,
the problem complex must be confronted
and alternative solutions found and ne-
gotiated in the coming talks between the
new administration with the Soviet
Union.

Such a possible solution has been ad-
vanced by the American Hungarian Fed-
eration in its memorandum to the Presi-
dent, the National Security Council, and
the Departments of State and Defense. It
calls for a possible neutralization of al-
ready neutral Austria, independent
Yugoslavia, and two to four Warsaw Pact
nations, particularly Hungary and
Czechoslovakia, re-creating a neutral
zone roughly corresponding to the old
Danubian monarchy as a buffer between
NATO and the Soviet Union. I hope that
our policymaker will give the important
attention to this document which it de-
serves in view of the originality of its
ideas and depth of its analysis,

KILLED IN VIETNAM, 1ST LT. WIL-
LIAM J. TORPIE, US. ARMY

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
sad duty to report that another one of
my constituents, 1st Lt. Willilam J.
Torpie, U.S. Army, of Hawthorne, N.Y.,
died in Vietnam last month.

I wish to commend the courage of this
young man and to honor his memory by
inserting herewith, for inclusion in the
REecorp, the following article:

LIEUTENANT ToRPIE Is KILLED IN VIETNAM

HawTHORNE.—First Lieutenant Willlam J.
Torpie, 25, son of Mr. and Mrs. Willlam J.
Torpie of 141 Pythian Ave. was killed, March
25 while on patrol with the 8th Infantry Di-
vision in the Mekong Delta, Vietnam, his
parents learned yesterday afternoon.

A 1961 graduate of Archbishop Stepinac
High School, Lt. Torple was graduated from
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in 1965
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with a Bachelor of Science degree. He was
a member of Pi Kappa Phi Fraternity at col-
lege.

He enlisted in the U.S. Army in January,
1967, and took his basic training at Fort Dix,
N.J. He then attended Officers
School at Fort Benning, Ga. and arrived in
Vietnam on Oct. 20, 1968.

Besides his parents, the lieutenant is sur-
vived by seven sisters: Mrs. Jacqueline Hu-
bertus of 110 Columbus Ave., Pleasantville;
Mrs. Patricla Packowkskl of 175 Martling
Ave., Tarrytown; and Rosemary, Bernadette,
Janice, Claire and Theresa, all of the home
address. He also leaves his grandmother, Mrs.
Fred Novey of the home address.

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
AMERICAN LEGION

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, this year the American Legion
and the Nation celebrate the Legion's
50th anniversary.

Often overlooked in discussions of the
Legion’s role in veterans’ affairs and its
concern with national issues and pro-
grams is the even more outstanding con-
tribution it has made in exposing several
generations of young people to the funda-
mentals of American democracy. Thou-
sands of young men and women, myself
included, have gained their first contact
with, and understanding of, our form of
government through the American Le-
gion’s Boys State and Girls State and
Boys Nation and Girls Nation programs.

Each year some 30,000 young men
gather in every State in the Union to
participate in the Boys State programs,
gaining an acquaintance with the funda-
mentals of government and an interest
in participating in government at all
levels, They are given the opportunity
to learn about government by operating
mock courts, legislatures, and city and
county governments. They establish their
own political parties, conduct elections,
hold office, and participate in the daily
functioning of representative institu-
tions.

The Boys Nation program has brought
thousands of young men to Washington
to spend a week meeting with Govern-
ment figures and acquainting themselves
with our Nation’s Capital. Together with
the auxiliary’s companion programs for
girls, the Legion programs have given the
Nation a generation of young Americans
aware of their civic responsibilities and
dedicated to careers of public service.

Through its broad education programs,
the American Legion has worked effec-
tively to instill in American young people
a respect for democratic principles and
a desire to pass them on to future genera-
tions. Since its inception in 1921, the Le-
gion has been one of the prime sponsors
of American Education Week, which
gives all citizens the opportunity to ac-
quaint themselves with the achievements,
goals, and needs of our schools.

Through its concern with higher edu-
cation, the Legion has helped deserving
students obtain training beyond what
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would otherwise be available. The Legion
has sponsored scholarships, directed de-
serving students to scholarship sources
for which they are eligible, worked with
organizations to recruit students for ca-
reers where personnel shortages exist,
and sought out new scholarship oppor-
tunities.

Through the National High School
Oratorical Contest, the American Legion
has worked effectively to cultivate essen-
tial qualities of leadership and citizen-
ship. Over a third of a million students
now participate annually. The American
Legion School Medal Awards honor stu-
dents who have shown outstanding schol-
arship abilities.

Throughout its history the American
Legion and the auxiliary have repeatedly
demonstrated their dedication to instill-
ing in our young men and women a sense
of purpose and responsibility; to the cre-
ation of a new generation of Americans
whose concern is with the preservation of
our Republic and in the dignity and re-
sponsibilities of the individual.

I am proud of the work of the Legion
in these and other programs and join
my colleagues in saluting this organiza-
tion for its half century of service to
God and man.

FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF
CONGRESS

HON. DONALD RUMSFELD

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call the attention of my colleagues
to an editorial “For the Improvement of
Congress” in the April 3 issue of the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch.

I am pleased to see words of praise
here for our former colleague, Senator
Monroney. He worked long and effective-
ly for improvement of the Congress as a
vital, on-going, and integral force in the
shaping of our democracy. All of us owe
both him and our former colleague in the
House, Congressman Tom Curtis, a debt
of gratitude on the issue of congressional
reform.

I want to make a further comment on
this editorial. I do not know where the
Post-Dispatch acquired its measurement
of opposition to certain parts of the bill
and support for other parts. I have been
a careful reader of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, and in more than 2 years since
the bill passed the Senate, I do not recall
seeing one word of opposition to the bill
or to any part of the bill. If such opposi-
tion exists, I think we ought to be told
about it, and that information should be
made available to the American people.

We have taken care to acquaint the
public with the contents of the bill and
the rationale for each of the bill’s provi-
sions, along with the history of the
legislation and the work of the Joint
Committee on the Organization of the
Congress, and I am heartened by the
growing number of writers who are as-
sisting the effort to get information to
the people. If there is opposition within
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Congress to this bill, it seems to me the
people have a right to know what that
opposition consists of and who the oppo-
nents are.

For myself, I will strongly resist any
attempt to pass portions of this bill while
deleting others. I realize, as do my col-
leagues, that amendments will be offered
when the bill comes to the floor.

But in an omnibus measure of this
kind, one man’s spoonful of sugar is an-
other man's paregoric. A considerable
number of us feel that we would en-
danger the enactment of meaningful re-
form the moment we start to dismantle
the bill and pass only those pieces that
engender the least opposition.

Notwithstanding the difficulty of gen-
eralizing about various sections of the
bill, I think it would be a reasonable the-
ory to suggest—if we could measure it—
that those parts of the bill to which there
is strongest resistance probably are those
;:mrts that most need to be enacted into
aw.

Mr. Speaker, as a part of my remarks
today, I include below the text of the
editorial:

For THE IMPROVEMENT OF CONGRESS

Prospects for improvement of the orga-
nization of Congress have brightened notice-
ably with the reported withdrawal of House
Bpeaker MecCormack's objections and the
emergence of a group of reform-minded Re-
publicans headed by Representative Rums-
feld of Illinois and Senator Mundt of South
Dakota.

Speaker McCormack’s about-face Is re-
ported due to the shaking-up he took when
Representative Morris Udall of Arizona chal-
lenged him for the House speakership in
January—and to his consequent desire to
better his standing with his Republican
colleagues.

If reorganization is becoming that popular
in the House, another major roadblock be-
sides Mr. McCormack may be giving at least
a little, For it was In the House that the
proposal languished last year after being ap-
proved by the Senate—though not in the
best shape.

The recommendations laid before Congress
year before last were no idle dreams of quix-
otic and misty-eyed reformers. They were the
studied pragmatism of a special joint com-
mittee of Congress with Representative Mad-
den of Indiana and Senator Monroney of
Oklahoma as co-chalrmen.

Senator Monroney in particular has as
sharp an eye for the politically possible as
he has for the practicably necessary. As co-
author of the LaFollette-Monroney reforms
in 1946 he is Congress's most knowledgeable
member in these matters.

How much can prudently be expected of
the Ninety-first Congress in its first session
the leaders of the present drive for reform
will of course have to decide for themselves.
It would be regrettable if some measures
on which there is a substantial amount of
agreement should be stymied on account of
other measures on which there is an even
more substantial amount of opposition.

At the very minimum, it seems to us, Con-
gress should be willing to approve these
three proposals: (1) Enable Congress to move
closer toward equality with the Executive
branch in fiscal and budgetary analysis and
control; (2) remove the stranglehold of
chairmen on committees by enactment of a
“committees’ bill of rights;” (38) establish a
permanent joint committee on the organiza-
tion of Congress to keep hammering away at
improvement of structure and method.

Though both would correct Congress’
diminution of stature vis-a-vis the Execu-
tive, the first of these proposals has very
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good support in the House while the second
is probably the most hysterically opposed in
the whole kit of proposed reforms.

A fight ought to be made for democratizing
committees, but if it cannot be carried it
should not be allowed to take down with it
the means of informing Congress more fully
in the facts about what it is doing.

Representatives and Senators will be
obliged in the final analysis to give up their
moated casties of preferment and power to
preserve the equality of their branch in our
tripartite form of government. What is good
for a committee chalrman is not necessarily
good for Congress, to say nothing of the
country; and House and Senate will be called
upon to readjust their organization contin-
uously if they are not to resign themselves
to sinking to secondary status in the three
branches of government.

CONGRESSMAN HORTON SALUTES
TELEPHONE PIONEERS OF AMER-
ICA

HON. FRANK HORTON

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, volun-
teers working in hospitals, collecting
eyeglasses for the eyebank, sending
books and material to servicemen in Viet-
nam—this is just a part of the work of
the Telephone Pioneers of America.

April 25 has been set aside in New
York State as “Telephone Pioneers’
Day.” It is a day when we can recognize
the great spirit and dedication of the
men and women in the telephone
industry.

Founded in 1911, the association is the
largest social-industrial organization of
its kind in the world. It is comprised
of over 300,000 men and women who
have served a minimum of 21 years in
the communications industry.

I am pleased that there is a chapter
of this organization in my district—the
Genesee chapter which consists of 1,210
active and retired employees from
Rochester Telephone Corp., Stromberg
Carlson, New York Telephone, Western
Electric, and American Telephone &
Telegraph,

The Genesee chapter is an outstand-
ing example of a Pioneer chapter serving
its community. It has the highest mem-
bership enrollment among all 75 chap-
ters—99.7 percent. William O'Hagan,
chapter president, and John Robertson,
chapter vice president, have worked
hard on the concept of community
service.

The work of the members is diverse
and meaningful. Members of the Genesee
chapter have collected eyeglasses for the
Rochester Eye Bank and Research
Center. They have shipped 7,400 books
and $2,600 worth of ditty bags to service-
men in Vietnam. They have a volunteer
staffing of the poison control center at
Strong Memorial Hospital. They have re-
paired 400 talking book machines for the
blind. They have collected and dis-
tributed over 550 pounds of used clothing
to inner city agencies.

Pioneers on a State and national level
perform countless service activities. They
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volunteer for hospital work, organize
libraries for shut-ins, and convert old
switchboards for use in training handi-
capped children.

In conjunction with the “services for
the blind" program, Pioneers collect used
eyeglasses for “New Eyes for the Needy,”
and record textbooks which are later
transeribed into braille for blind
students.

The repair of talking book machines
was recognized by the Library of Con-
gress in 1966, when it presented an award
to the Pioneers, “in grateful appreciation
for support of national library service to
blind people.”

In all of these activities, Pioneers apply
a personal interest and an earnest desire
to help those less fortunate. The common
bond of fellowship, dedication to com-
munity service, and the spirit and vitality
of the telephone Pioneers is worthy of
the respect and admiration of all Ameri-
cans. “United to serve others,” is most
certainly, the true purpose of this organi-
zation.

EXTRACT FROM ADDRESS BY HON.
HAMILTON FISH

HON. MARTIN B. McKNEALLY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. McENEALLY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks I am pleased
to include the following extract from an
address by Hon. Hamilton Fish at the
50th anniversary celebration of the
American Legion post at Newburgh, N.Y,
on Saturday evening, March 29, 1969.

Mr. Fish is a former distinguished
Member of the House and an outstand-
ing patriot. His remarks deserve the care-
ful consideration of every American.

The extract follows:

ExTrACT FROM SPEECH oF HoN. HaMIuTON FisH
AT THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION OF
THE AMERICAN LEGION PosT AT NEWBURGH,
N.Y., oN MarcH 29, 1969

I have spoken to you on the origin and
formation of the Preamble of the American
Legion as the Chairman of the Committee of
Three that wrote the Preamble on May 10 at
the St. Louis meeting in 1919. I would be
derelict as Chairman of the First Congres-
sional Committee to investigate Communism
and as a member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives for a
quarter of a century, if I did not warn the
American people of their potential destruc-
tion by the World Communist Conspiracy
that seeks to destroy Freedom everywhere.

The paramount reason for the existence
of all governments is to provide for the safety
of its people and the security of the nation.
Some misguided Senators apparently do not
realize this and are opposing President Nix-
on's constructive but limited proposal to
safeguard and protect the sites of our trans-
continental nuclear missiles. Without such
protection within the next few years, Soviet
Russia could destroy by a surprise attack,
most of our nuclear missiles in a few hours
and leave us naked and defenseless against
Soviet Russia’s newest and powerful nuclear
weapons. Thank God the National Executive
Committee of the American Legion realizing
this awesome menace to all our people, re-
cently adopted a strong resolution in favor of
an adequate defensive system to safeguard
our missiles sites. As General MacArthur said
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& number of years ago, "I do not belleve there
will be a nuclear war between Soviet Russia
and the United States as each will always
offset any advance by the other resulting in a
stalemate and such a war both know, would
be suicidal.” Moscow and Leningrad have al-
ready established a defensive system against
nuclear attacks. We have delayed too long
and further delay to protect our missile sites
might well be suicidal for the American
people and our nation.

The United States is the strongest bastion
of Freedom in the world and therefore the
greatest enemy to the extension of Commu-
nism which is a negation of all freedom. If
our missile sites are destroyed through lack
of a defensive system, the United States
would be forced to surrender and Commu-
nism would prevail not only in our own coun-
try, but throughout the world. No one is more
opposed to a suicidal nuclear war with Soviet
Russia, which would destroy both nations.
But even the Communist leaders admit that
the protection of muclear weapons is solely
for defensive purposes.

The American people are entitled to know
the truth that thelr lives are being placed in
Jeopardy by those who oppose President Nix-
on’s limited defense of our atomic sites and
should notify their Congressman and their
Senator that their security and that of the
nation has a priority over everything else.

Communists, fellow travelers, radicals, ex-
tremists and left wing liberals have already
begun to throw red hot political bricks at
President Nixon before he has time to clean
up the terrible mess that he inherited from
the previous Administration. These extreme
liberals even among the United States Sen-
ators want to bring bloody fisted chaotic Red
China into the United Nations and to extend
the hand of friendship to Mao for helping to
kill tens of thousands of American boys In
Vietnam. This Is incomprehensibe at the
present time. Those Democrats or Republi-
cans in the Senate should join a combat
regiment in Vietnam to test the killing power
of Chinese produced machine guns, Commu-
nist China at the present time is not a peace
loving nation and is not willing to comply
with decisions made by the United Nations.
The United Nations in New York Clity is
already infested by Communist spies, provoc-
ateurs and revolutionists and If Red China
is voted into the United Nations, then it is
time that either we should withdraw from
it, or its headquarters should be moved to
Switzerland or to some other smaller nation.

COLLECTING TAXES ON ELECTION
DAY

HON. JOHN M. ASHBROOK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced legislation which I be-
lieve will eventually cause a major de-
crease in the burden of American tax-
payers. More and more across this
Nation, the quiet majority of Americans
are in revolt; they are steadily mount-
ing a verbal assault on oppressively high
taxes.

The people of this Nation have a long
tradition of supporting their Federal
Government without complaint, but re-
cently the massive burden of taxes has
pushed the quiet American too far. Now,
he is starting to speak out and the Con-
gress will have to listen.
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For years I have counseled that over-
spending, and not undertaxation is the
problem facing the Federal Government,
It has progressed to the stage where the
people not only agree but are shaking
off the complacency and mounting a
verbal, frontal assault on the anti-
quated, unfair tax system and on the
yearly Federal piracy which culminates
in the April raid. Members of Congress
who are preoccupied with spending all
they can get, getting all they can, and
leaving little for the man who does the
earning will begin to feel the heat of
this revolt, and I believe the sooner the
better.

The only corrective is through select-
ing Representatives concerned, sincerely
concerned, with lightening the taxpay-
ers’ burdens. I am today introducing
legislation which I believe will aid in
bringing to office such Representatives.

I have proposed a simple change in
the tax regulations. It asks that the
notorious tax collection day, April 15, be
abolished and replaced by the first
Tuesday after the first Monday in No-
vember. Election day would also become
tax collection day.

I believe that shifting the concern
that builds up yearly on April 15 to elec-
tion day will cause many voters to think
twice about the representatives they
hope to elect. This is the politics of good
Government, of sound Federal financ-
ing, of fiscal responsibility in contrast
to the politics of Federal excesses, Gov-
ernment by deficit and overspending.

Many measures have been proposed
over the years. Some have suggested
that tax withholding be abolished, thus
indieating to the taxpayer, in one lump
sum, the cost to him of his Government.
This is, of course, not practical and
would increase the financial manage-
ment burden on the taxpayer.

Another interesting proposal would
establish a Tax Freedom Day. Based on
the average wage and the average an-
nual tax cost, 1 day each year would be
declared a national holiday indicating
that from the first of each year to that
date the average American has been
working for the Federal Government.
All the money he had earned to that
date had gone to pay his taxes. The rest
of the year, what was left of it, he would
be earning for himself and his family.
Tax Freedom Day this year is es-
timated to be April 27. This includes
the cost of all taxes: State, Federal, and
local. I am sure such a day would
demonstrate the problem, but it is im-
precise. There are few average Amer-
icans, and some would have to work
longer, some not as long, and the day
would lose meaning for most.

I believe that a simple shift of the
final tax collection day to the day of na-
tional elections will provide sufficient
indirect impact to generate a lower tax
burden and thorough tax reforms.

Until this proposal is adopted, I sug-
gest that each taxpayer simply jot down
the total dollar amount paid in Federal
taxes on his calendar in the block des-
ignating the first Tuesday after the first
Monday in November.
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MRS. CYNTHIA LITTELL WRITES OF
THE REALITY OF THE VIETNAM
WAR

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, it is often
said that to many of our citizens the war
in Vietnam is not real, that it means
little, or nothing, and that they have
managed to escape its impact. This is
certainly not so when the son, brother,
father, or husband is among our fighting
men in Southeast Asia, as the following
letter beautifully points out.

It was written by Mrs. Cynthia Littell,
who is employed on the staff of one of
our colleagues, Hon. Wirriam E. MIN-
sHALL, of the Ohio 23d Congressional
District, about her husband, a career
man with the Air Force. This touching
and moving account of just how real the
war is to Mrs. Littell and her daughter
is the finest I have ever read. It points
up the truth in the line written by the
great English poet John Milton, that,
“They also serve who only stand and
wait.” Let us all hope that the day will
soon arrive when the waiting for Mrs.
Littell, and thousands who share her ex-
periences, will be over.

The letter follows:

WIFE OF MAYWOOD AIRMAN IN COMBAT ASKS
AND ANSWERS: Is WAR REAL?—THE ANSWER
Is YES
Dear LEn: Yes, Vietnam and the war is a

definite reality.

Eight years ago my husband jolned the Alr
Force and has since chosen it as his career.
He's been in that ominous sounding place
called “APO San Francisco” nine months this
time and was home for only about a month
after having been there for four months.

The war is a reality each time I look at
my dresser and see the picture of Bob and
me, each tilme my little girl and I sit down
for a meal and there is an empty chair at
the table, the war becomes a reality. Each
time my little girl asks “When is Daddy com-
ing home from work?" the war becomes real.
Each day when I come home from work and
check the mail box, the war 1s real. Each
time I look at the calendar and see my little
notations about how many days left until
Bob returns, the war is real. When my daugh-
ter's wagon was broken I spent two hours
trying to fix it and then she turned and
said, “That’s okay, Mommy, Daddy will fix
it when he comes home,” the war is real.
Piguring out income tax and then deducting
pay received while in a combat zone, that
makes the war real. Thanksgiving and
Christmas without Daddy made the war
real. A plece of jewelry Bob has bought over=
seas, a doll he has gotten Tami from Oki-
nawa, & koala bear he got in Hawall, having
a broken stereo and knowing that if your
handy-man husband were home he'd fix it—
these things shatter the protective shield
which I've tried to build up, the drone of
radio and television reports becomes a vio-
lent sound, there is a tremble of my body—
and the war is real,

Last year when I was hospitalized I had
the experience of truly knowing what the
WAR was. I spent some time in Fitzsimmons
Army Hospital in Denver enroute to the Air
Force Medical Center. The harsh reality of
the war was all over. On the flight to San
Antonio the other passengers were mostly
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men on their way to the nearest hospital, to
their homes and families. They were coming
from the war, they know it's a reality and
one look at them will definitely tell you it's
80.
Sometimes I feel I'm the only one that
thinks the war is real. Then the Our Town
comes bringing, news of the people back
home, that little town I grew up in that has
sometimes been as far away as 2200 miles
because of my husband’'s chosen profession.
The Our Town tells me that the boy next
door that I can only remember as being in
about 9th grade, or the boy I had a crush on
when in 4th grade, or a boy I knew only
slightly from College English class, has gone
to war. Suddenly you realize, that the town
may be small but it feels the effects of the
war and knows it's real. I'm glad to be from
Maywood, Maywood cares. When the Febru-
ary 20 and 27 issues of Qur Town hit the
homes, I know Maywood felt a great loss, and
I know now that Maywood feels as I do.

Pretty soon Maywood will be 2900 miles
away in actual miles, but Maywood will be a
lot closer since it's a place I love.

Sincerely,
CYNTHIA.

REEXAMINE US. FOREST POLICY
HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the Cleve-
land Plain Dealer recently printed a very
sound editorial examining the U.S. Forest
Service policy and its effect on the
American lumber industry.

It is common knowledge that the re-
cent large increases in lumber prices
have raised the cost of housing by hun-
dreds or even thousands of dollars per
home.

In my district and in many other parts
of the country the housing shortage is
becoming increasingly acute. The situa-
tion is deteriorating partly, because a
deficiency of wood at a reasonable price
exists.

The U.S. Forest Service owns much of
the usable timberland in the country.
Therefore, any easing of the problem
would require some examination of For-
est Service policy and administration.

Extensive forest land is one of Amer-
ica’s prime natural resources. If forests
continue to be mismanaged, and their
products wasted, an important industry
and a large segment of the populace will
be adversely affected.

Following is the editorial:

REEXAMINE U.S. ForEsT PoOLICY

There are so many individual problems
wrspped up in the current lumber and ply-
wood shortage-price Increase crisis that an
observer has a hard time making out the
forest because of the trees.

But there it is—a sprawling, timber-cut-
ting industry in which western hardwoods
compete with southern softwoods; in which
60% of the nation's total softwood timber
is federally owned, but where production has
been cut back and trees allowed to decay
instead of forests being made more valuable
and productive.

The U.S. Forest Service is one of the few
government agencies that turns a profit but
the recelpts gO into the genera.l fund and the
Forest Service must depend upon appropria-
tions from Congress to operate. Appropria-
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tions are not as large as needed for a proper
Jjob of forest management and this is criti-
cally reflected in the lumber shortage affect-
ing the housing industry and buyers’ pocket-
books.

Contributing to the shortage also is a law
restricting Alaskan shipping to the U.S.
mainland to U.S. vessels. This prices lumber
cargoes out of reach. Consequently much
lumber and plywood that could ease housing
shortages in Cleveland is sold to Japan, being
shipped there in Japanese ships. The Ameri-
can and Japanese national housing programs
are competing for wood head-on. Current
American production is 1.6 million housing
units this year. Japan is planning 1.9 million.

U.S. Sen. John Sparkman, D-Ala., chair-
man of the Senate housing subcommittee
and known for 20 years as “Mr. Housing,”
recently called for means to increase timber
outputs in national forests (which are not
wilderness areas or national parks), coupled
with a wiser policy of cutting on private
lands.

The Slerra Club, a conservation group with
72,000 members, says overcutting contributed
to closing three-fourths of the Douglas fir
mills in the northwest in the last 20 years
and to closing 26 western plywood mills in
the last two years.

Sierra warns of a “rald on the national
forests,” while the industry emphasizes that
federal commercial forests are designed lo
supply needs of U.S. citizens.

A reappraisal is needed. The nation,
through Congress, needs to strike a proper
balance between managing forest resources,
production and requirements.

Whether private mismanagement and
waste are responsible for the price-supply
squeeze should be established or refuted
before Congress considers making drastic
changes. A national study by an independent
oorénmt.s:ston, as Blerra suggests, seems in
order.

LET US ANALYZE OUR SYSTEM

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 16, 1969

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I
have long been a champion of reform for
the Congress. My legislation and writ-
ings on the subject make my position
quite clear. If the Congress is to have any
hope whatsoever of keeping pace in our
rapidly moving modern world, we must
adopt the modern methods utilized by
industry. A good example is the valuable
tool of systems analysis. Mr. Bob J. Han~
sen recently discussed this subject in an
article in the April 1969 issue of Govern-
ment Executive magazine. I insert the
article in the REcorp, and commend it to
all Members:

THERE Is A ROLE FOR SYSTEMS ANALYSIS IN
THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
(By Bob J. Hansen, president, Decislon

Research Corp.)
HIGHLIGHTS

1. The workload of Congress has increased
over the years and the trend is accelerating;

2. Systems analysls, considering politics
and constituency factors, can hE'l.‘p weave the
entire fabric of legislative decisions;

3. Congress, for the most part, is still leery
of systems analysis and must be sold on its
potentials;

4. Systems analysis can be a valuable tool
for the decision-making Ilegislator, aiding
necessary human judgment.

A note on history: This country's first
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Congress had 66 members in the House of
Representatives with constituencies averag-
ing 383,000 persons. During 1ts Sessions, 118
public and private Acts and Resolutions were
enacted. At the start of this decade, each
Congressman represented an average of 450,-
000 constituents—and the number is increas-

The workload has Increased proportion-
ately. In a recent Congress, 26,566 measures
were introduced and, of these, 4,016 were
passed. This suggests that the unlogged, un-
numbered hours each legislator spent at
Committee Hearings, in preparation for those
Hearings, in Committee and Subcommittee
attendance must be very great. A clue: Dur-
ing the First Besslon of last Congress, there
were 182 gquorum ecalls, 201 “yea and nay"
calls and hundreds of teller (not individually
recorded) , division or standing (not recorded)
and volce votes in the House.

Congressional declsion-making is a con-
tinuing process between and among each
Congress. Decisions must be synthesized to
produce & reasonable harmony, with the
more important decisions given priority at-
tention. To do this in an effective manner
demands that the Congressmen have de-
pendable information as indicated in the
chart below.

More and more, systems (or more famil-
iarly, systems analysis) will gain the atten-
tion of Congress as a viable, dependable way
of reaching decisions. The contrast between
a systems trend and traditional bodies in
Congress is extreme. However, systems may
help Congress provide a framework to con-
sider its role In tying together all of its
parts. Explicit in this concept is the effect
of decisions between all the parts of Con-
gress and to its whole in the national legisla-
tive problem.

Most definitions of a system are similar in
content. One definitlon describes a system as
“an array of components designed to accom-
plish a particular objective according to a
plan.” There must be an objective, a design
or organization and Input according to a
plan.

There seems to be no single answer for
coping with the democratic process. If sys-
tems are used in Congress, they must be
used with discretion. After all, the systems
analyst technician is an advisor, not an
elected Congressional decision-maker., He
collects all the facts of a problem and pre-
sents alternative cholces for decision.

It has been suggested that one central
organization for systems analysis could be
a supporting tool for Congress. However, the
individual Congressman might rely too much
on this systems analysls group and by-pass
his own stafl or, conversely, set up a dupli-
cate manual record system to double-check
the systems analyst. An alternative might
be to contract for pilot applications of sys-
tems in Congress.

Congressman Robert McClory (R-Ill.), in
an Interview in the House Judiciary Com-
mittee chambers, stated: “Systems analysis
will eventually come to the ald of the Con-
gressman. However, the management science
community must make systems analysis
fashionable and sell Congress on the great
potentials of management sclence and sys-
tems analysis—such as planning, program-
ing, budgeting systems.”

Development of new ideas has been en-
couraged by outside groups studying the
Congressman's activities and methods for
their improvement, Such an effort was un-
dertaken three years ago by the American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Re-
search. Here, a group of scholars was com-
missioned to examine wvarious aspects of
Congressional operations and prepare sepa-
rate studies on how Congress “might be
aided in its work to achleve.a good soclety,
counting as part of that good soclety the
legislative way of life itself.” These studies
were combined In the book Congress: The




April 16, 1969

First Branch of Government, published in
Washington by the Institute.

Congress now has begun to consider the
possibility of acting through legislation to
provide technological support for its own
activities. In the Second Session of the 89th
Congress, Representative McClory introduced
H.R. 18428 as a bill to establish an automatic
data processing facility to support the Con-
gress. He told the House that Congress “must
use every possible mechanism to insure that
Congress executes Its traditlonal responsi-
bilities.”

A bipartisan group of supporters of the
bill has stressed the Importance of using
ADP and modern program evaluation tech-
niques in support of Congressional budgetary
review. The idea is to provide -members &
logical way to comprehend and respond to
the new performance budget mode of oper-
ation within the Executive branch. Other
priority applications Include the preparation
of legislative historles of bills and the estab-
lishment and maintenance of selected Fed-
eral data.

SCOTT'S OBSERVATION

In this regard, Sen. Hugh Scott (D-Pa.)
prepared amendment number 63 to the leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1967. It was
approved by the Senate, proposing a new
capability to asslst Congress. Sald Scott:
“The requirements of this age—reflected in
the broad spectrum of issues facing the Con-
gress—can be coped with only by the utiliza-
tion of all avallable human and technological
resources. . .

“The electromc computer and the systems
techniques connected with its use are sim-
ply tools for use by the decision-maker. They
are designed to help provide that informa-
tion which is necessary to make balanced,
accurate declsions.”

Many areas of Congressional activity ap-
pear to lend themselves to systems. In a re-
port prepared for general distribution to
the Congress, entitled “Automatic Data
Processing for Congress,” a number of pos-
sible applications were identified and dis-
cussed. The report suggests that areas of
focus might include Congress as a whole,
the functioning committee and an individual
Congressman,

LEGISLATIVE BILLS

Other possible applications included: (1)
data showing the status of pending legisla-
tion; (2) an automated index-catalog of Con-
gressional documents; (3) current informa-
tion on issues up for vote; (4) an automated
schedule of committee meetings and hear-
ings; (5) histories of committee action in
ADP form; (6) appropriations statistics in-
formation; and (7) an automated Selective
Dissemination of Information (SDI) system
to retrieve key items of research value for
individual Congressmen.

There has been evidence before the Joint
Committee on the Organization of the Con-
gress showing that application of systems
analysis, operations research and ADP tech-
nitques to the problems of the Congressman
in his legislative role merits consideration.
Constituent-oriented activities of the Con-
gressman also can be made less time-consum-
ing.

Within the House of Representatives in
the B9th Congress, a group of 44 Republicans
led by Rep. F. Bradford Morse of Massachu-
setts strongly supported the concept of estab-
lishing a Natlonal Commission on Public
Management, by introducing H.R. 17310 and
other bills. Similar legislation was introduced
in the Senate by Scott and nine other Sena-
tors (S.3762).

Morse and his associates concentrated on
the need for further study of the applicabil-
ity of the systems management approach
to nondefense and nonspace public pro-
grams. Sald he: “Appropriating money and
shuffiing papers in bureaucracy should not
be confused with problem-solving. The tra-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

ditlonal Government approach to a complex
problem is to divide 1t Into manageable parts
and to treat each of them separately. A com-
prehensive solution is thus impossible. The
bureaucracy simply does not have the ca-
pacity to solve today’s or tomorrow's prob-
lems—but private Industry with the new
approach 1is rapidly developing that capacity.”

Insight into the role of systems analysis
in the public domain is also found in the
recommendations of the Subcommittee on
Science Research and Development, of the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics chaired by Rep. Emillo Q. Daddario
(D-Conn.). The subcommittee’'s recommen-
dation dealing with environmental pollution
stated: “To place pollution abatement on a
comparable basls with our national technol-
Ogy programs, systems analysls and manage-
ment capability should be established within
the Federal Government. This approach
should be used along with planning, pro-
gramming, budgeting techniques to orga-
nize both near and long-term Federal re-
search and operational efforts In pollution
abatement.”

THE JOINT RESOLUTION

Congressional attention to the significance
of systems was also manifest in Joint Res-
olution 110 sponsored by Sen. Edward Ken-
nedy (D-Mass.) in the 90th Congress. This
resolution would authorize the Advisory
Committee on Intergovernmental Relations
to “study the feasibility of a computer sys-
tem to help state and local governments to
participate more effectively in Federally as-
sisted programs.” Kennedy pointed out that
Public Law 86-388 already gives authority to
employ the type of technical consultants
required to perform such a study.

The future need for a joint attack on
these problems by business and Govern-
ment has been identified and is being exam-
ined across the Nation. Some states are tak-
ing the initiative in supporting systems en-
gineering studies. California, for instance,
has funded studies of state needs, being con-
ducted by four aerospace companies.

Congressional decision-making and the de-
cision-maker must be better understood:
they must be studied and examined. If a
“yea” or “nay” decision is made In Congress,
a human decision-maker must rate compet-
ing systems, if not qualitatively, at least
quantitatively.

The Congressional decision-making proc-
ess ralses such questions as: Would he make
the same decision as another Congressional
decision-maker with Iidentical information
and alternatives? Would he make the same
decision in this Congress as he would have
in a previous Congress?

According to Eenneth Janda In Congress:
The First Branch of Government, “Informa-
tion systems are not . . . devices for grinding
out policy decision and they are not designed
to replace human judgment. Rather, they are
intended to provide the human decision-
maker—here, the Congressman—with knowl-
edge for making informed cholces.”

Early last month, this author interviewed
Reps. Bill Brock (R-Tenn.) and Donald
Rumsfeld (R-Ill.) for Government Ezecu-
tive and was told that more thorough legisla-
tive modernization is being sought. The ap-
plication of modern business management
techniques was referred to by the two Con-
gressmen in context with the need to enact
H.R. 6278, the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1969. The act has since been co-
sponsored by more than 70 members of Con-

gress.

Brock feels “There should be better ways
to sift, screen and extract significant infor-
mation from the accelerated volume of data
Congressmen receive. Systems should show
the way to achieve some of these better ways.
There are various systems tools available that
conceivably could be employed to help Con-
gressmen. Some of these are information re-
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trieval and decision-making systems that
solve the problem of obtaining timely, ac-
curate and complete and relevant informa-
tion for declsionmaking.”

Some private and public research is going
on in the area of how decisions are made
and the Information necessary to make
them. The Decision Research Corp. of Wash-
ington has embarked on a study of the
systems approach in Congress and has pub-
lished an independent report.

Rumsfeld pointed to the need to provide
Congress with new organizational tech-
niques, more modern procedures and im-
provements in the Lobbying Act. He sald,
“The last time Congress modernized was
with the Reorganization Act of 1946. There
have been enormous changes in our soclety,
the nature of the problems confronting the
Nation and in the tools avallable to help
the Congress find solutions for these prob-
lems. It is important that the methods of
modern management be utilized to help
reach more rational decisions that reflect
more thoughtfully ordered priorities. The
problems of the Seventies are not going to be
effectively handled with the rules devices
and procedures of 1946.”

Title IT of the Reorganization Act of 1969
would authorize the Comptroller General of
the U.S. to develop, establish and maintain
a standardized information and data proc-
essing system for budgetary and fiscal data.
This would be done in cooperation with the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of
the Budget so that the Congress could more
efficlently perform its overseeing functions
and also have available the types of data
upon which rational decision-making must
rest.

Dr. James A. Robinson, professor of Po-
litical Science at Ohlo State University, em-
phasizes the importance attached to this key
area by commenting that “as problems pro-
liferate, the amount of information re-
quired as a basis for making policy decisions
also radically increases. In consequence, no
legislator can be an expert on more than a
few policy issues.”

The unique funection of the legisiative de-
cision-maker continues to be required. If a
measure of effectiveness were to be used In
systems methods, it must be predefined sub-
jectively or objectively by the legislative de-
cision-maker alone. The benefits to constitu-
ents to be derlved from a system are basical-
ly the responsibility of a Senator or Repre-
se